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Abstract
Through a two-phase process an instrument was created to measure the
cognitive domain as proposed by King and Baxter Magolda in their
Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity (2005). The first phase involved
expert panels who identified the competencies which exist in the cognitive
domain, identified situations which might exist between individuals from different
cultures, validated scenarios created from the identified situations, and created
responses which corresponded to the three developmental levels (Initial,
Intermediate, and Mature) defined in the Developmental Theory of Intercultural
Maturity.
Within the second phase, the created instrument was administered to 371
individuals representing eight geocultural world divisions (Asia, Caribbean,
Europe, Middle East, North America, South/Latin America, South
Pacific/Polynesia, and Sub-Saharan Africa). The initial instrument contained 812 interactive demographic questions and 20 scenario-based questions which
were created to measure the four identified competencies (Ability to Shift
Cognitive Perspectives, Flexibility in Thinking, Willingness to Seek Knowledge
about Other Cultures, and Willingness to Consider Others’ Viewpoints as Valid).
Through exploratory factor analysis (EFA), the instrument was analyzed and a
final 12-item instrument was identified which corresponded to three
competencies: Ambiguity, Acclimation, and Acceptance.

ix

Overall, the final instrument functioned with minimal gender bias. Some
differences in world regions were noted. The Caribbean was the only region who
had consistently different scores from the other regions. While some significant
differences were noted in scores of those who had lived abroad and those who
had not, time spent outside one’s home region was not correlated to scores on
the instrument.
Low reliability scores, factor pattern coefficients, and communality
estimates indicated that opportunities to improve the instrument exist. Additional
opportunities for further research include the creation of additional instruments to
measure all three domains (Cognitive, Interpersonal, and Intrapersonal) and thus
measure Intercultural Maturity in full. Recommended uses for the instrument are
in the creation of intercultural curriculum to prompt discussion or to create
metacognitive opportunities within intercultural training and classrooms.
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Chapter One
Introduction
“To be effective in another culture, people must be interested in other
cultures, be sensitive enough to notice cultural differences, and also be willing to
modify their behavior as an indication of respect for the people of other cultures”
(Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992, p. 416).
Many industries have researched the questions surrounding the
development of intercultural competence, including higher education (Deardorff,
2006; Emert & Pearson, 2007; Fuller, 2007; Grudzinski-Hall, 2007;
Spinthourakis, Karatzia-Stavlioti, & Roussakis, 2009), business (Black,
Mendenhall, & Oddou, 1991; Fishman & Bross, 1996; Peng, 2006; Shaffer,
Harrison, & Gilley, 1999), engineering (Widmann & Vanasupa, 2008), and
language education/communication (Arevalo-Guerrero, 2009; Greenholtz, 2005;
Olson & Kroeger, 2001), among others. As the world grows ever smaller and
more interaction between individuals of other cultures becomes more frequent,
more and more research and understanding of stages, growth and coping
mechanisms related to international experiences are important. This is
supported by Fiedler, Mitchell, and Triandis, who stated that “Interaction among
persons belonging to different culture groups is becoming increasingly common
as efforts toward political and economic integration, international cooperation,
and technical assistance become more frequent” (1971, p. 95).
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Compounding the complexity of researching intercultural sensitivity and
thus, intercultural maturity, is that multiple instruments and theories exist and a
consensus on which competencies should be measured to ensure intercultural
sensitivity competence has not been reached. Hett (1993) identified eight
strands of research in the industry available in the mid-1990s: (a) lessen
ethnocentrism, (b) foster identification with human family, (c) promote support of
universal human rights, (d) oppose prejudice and discrimination, (e) develop
skills for democratic pluralism, (f) develop environmental awareness, (g)
understand economic systems, and (h) train educators. However, due to
increased travel abroad, expatriatism, and global corporations, research has
created a thread in the development of the human experience in understanding
international relationships, including intercultural sensitivity.
Statement of the Problem
Instruments do exist to measure the attainment of intercultural sensitivity
(Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Hett, 1993; Sampson & Smith,
1957) and development (Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003). However, no
instruments have measured the cognitive domain described in King and Baxter
Magolda’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity (2005).
While the aforementioned instruments do exist to measure specific
aspects or attributes of intercultural sensitivity, none have existed which utilize
cultural scenarios. Researchers have described how cultural scenarios in the
form of culture assimilators can be used to train travelers how to respond to
specific incidents which may occur within cultures (Albert, 1983; Bhawuk, 2001;
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Fiedler, Mitchel, & Triandis, 1971; Triandis, 1984); however, this theory has not
been utilized in the creation of a cultural assessment. There has been no
instrument that utilizes scenarios to assess intercultural maturity development.
Purpose of the Research
The purpose of this study was to develop and validate an instrument
designed to measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity. The
development of this instrument was based on the cognitive domain described in
King and Baxter Magolda’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity (2005),
Flanagan’s Critical Incident Technique (1954), and Fiedler, Mitchell, and Triandis’
Culture Assimilator Model (1971).
King and Baxter Magolda’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity
is described as a framework which ties together three domains of development
and three levels of development resulting in a matrix of nine cells “that show how
development in each domain unfolds across three developmental benchmarks”
(King & Baxter Magolda, 2005, p. 575).
Flanagan’s Critical Incident Technique (1954) was created for use in the
military for screening applicants, development of aviation equipment, and
creation of job descriptions. Through the use of this technique, specific
scenarios are created which indicate how a successful or unsuccessful person
may act in situations.
Fiedler, Mitchell, and Triandis’ Culture Assimilator model is used in the
field of psychology to train individuals prior to an international experience. “The
culture assimilator is a programmed learning experience designed to expose
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members of one culture to some of the basic concepts, attitudes, role
perceptions, customs, and values of another culture” (Fiedler, Mitchell, &
Triandis, 1971, p. 95).
Research Objectives
The purpose of this study was to develop and validate an instrument
designed to measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity. This was
accomplished through utilization of a two-phase model. Phase One incorporated
the development of expert consensus to determine what competencies existed
within the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity, development of an
intercultural maturity instrument comprised of cultural scenarios, and
development of a performance rating scale. Phase Two Instrument Validation
addressed the initial validation of the instrument. To accomplish the purpose of
this study, the following research objectives were addressed:
1. Development of a protocol for use in determining what traits exist in
the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity competence.
2. Development of appropriate scenario questions that mirror the
cognitive domain described in King and Baxter Magolda’s
Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
3. Development of a performance rating scale that mirrors the cognitive
domain described in the Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
4. Provide evidence of construct validity by gathering data through the
utilization of the instrument.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1. What are the number and nature of constructs in the cognitive domain
of intercultural maturity?
2. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on gender?
3. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on geocultural world
division?
4. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on years lived abroad?
Research Hypotheses
1. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by gender.
2. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by geocultural
world division.
3. There will be a statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by years lived
abroad.
Significance of the Study
The significance of this study was that it had the potential to develop a
system by which a full instrument to measure intercultural maturity could be
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eventually created. In this study, the process developed and an instrument to
measure one domain, cognitive, was created. Additionally, there was an
expectation that this research would begin the process of expanding research on
intercultural maturity for use in numerous fields of study to better prepare
individuals as they travel or live away from their native culture or as they interact
with others who may have different backgrounds. It is possible that the
development of this instrument could create a process by which the other two
domains, Interpersonal and Intrapersonal, would be created, thus ultimately
creating an instrument that may be used for training and research in multiple
fields, including psychology, education, and business.
The combination of questions in the form of a dilemma that requires the
readers to place themselves in the position of utilizing personal cultural schema
in the form of an assessment did not exist. The utilization of cultural schema
does exist in the creation and utilization of culture assimilators which are used to
train individuals prior to an international experience (Albert, 1983; Bhawuk, 2001;
Fiedler, Mitchell, & Triandis, 1971; Triandis, 1984); however, culture assimilators
have not been used to create an instrument to measure Intercultural Maturity.
Limitations
Limitations to this study included language, demographic questions, and
technology. Each limitation is discussed below.
Language. The first limitation to this study was that all participants had to
have a sufficient command of the English language to ensure that they
understood the scenarios and responses. While this limited the individuals who
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could participate, the researcher did attempt to address this by recruiting
participants on the panels who had broad-based cultural experiences, including
experience with multiple languages capabilities, living abroad, birth abroad, and
bi-cultural relationships. Cultural diversity was addressed during Phase Two
Instrument Validation by recruiting individuals who identified themselves as
belonging to each of the eight geocultural world divisions delineated in this
research. While a broad range of cultures were represented, it was possible that
those who spoke English, even as a second language, would have a different
worldview than those who did not speak English.
Demographic questions. During Phase Two validation, participants
were given the opportunity to provide feedback on the instrument. Two
participants responded that two questions were missing from the demographic
questionnaire. One respondent expressed concern that a question requesting
the level of formal education achieved by each participant was not included.
Another requested that a question be added asking respondents if they had any
past training on cultural awareness. While both questions were valid, this
research was not designed to measure responses in relation to those variables.
Technology. Respondents in both Phase One Instrument Development
and Phase Two Instrument Validation had to have some experience with
technology, including the use of scanners, computers, Microsoft Word, and, an
online survey program. Because this research was based in the United States,
technology typically found in that culture was utilized, which was occasionally
incompatible with technology in other countries. In some cases, technology was
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not readily available at all, disqualifying some cultural groups who might have
been included.
Definition of Terms
The terms that were used in this study were as follows.
Culture describes the pattern in which individuals were raised or lived,
behaviors which accompany the patterns, and the underlying assumptions made
by members of society in relation to those who have similar or different patterns.
Cognitive Domain describes the psychological process explained in King
and Baxter’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity. Phase One of this
research identified four primary competencies which existed in the Cognitive
Domain:


Ability to shift cognitive perspectives: The ability to empathize or
put oneself in other’s positions and understand how they think.



Flexibility in thinking: The ability for individuals to re-evaluate their
own thinking.



Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ
from one’s own): The ability to accept a differing opinion as tenable
even though it may conflict with personal beliefs.



Willingness to seek knowledge about other cultures: The desire to
learn more about how other individuals or cultures live and the
norms that define their thoughts and behaviors.

Phase Two of this research delineated three primary competencies which
exist in Intercultural Maturity. They are:
8



Ambiguity: The ability to make another’s cultural traditions as
important as one’s own to create harmony, even when the
differences are unclear.



Acclimation: The ability to make another’s cultural traditions as
important as one’s own to create harmony, when the differences
are clear.



Acceptance: The ability to accept differences between one’s own
and another’s cultural traditions or expectations.

Geocultural world divisions describes eight areas of the world defined by
geographical areas which have similar cultural attributes, which may include
religion, language, cultural outlook, and other attributes, based on Bonnemaison
(2005). For this research the eight geocultural divisions were: Asia, Caribbean,
Europe, Middle East, North America, South/Latin America, South
Pacific/Polynesia, and Sub-Saharan Africa. The countries listed within each area
were included based on general cultural norms; exceptions did occur, including
indigenous populations which may not have fit the general culture of the country.
Appendix A provides a visual representation of the geocultural world division
map.


Asia includes China and Southeast Asia (North and South Korea,
Vietnam, and Cambodia as examples), including some portions of
Russia. In this research, some individuals from Palestine identified
with this group.
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Caribbean includes all of the islands located in the Greater and
Lesser Antilles, excluding Cuba.



Europe includes all of the countries typically described as being in
Europe (United Kingdom, Spain, France, Italy as examples), along
with Iceland, Greenland, and parts of Russia. In this research,
some individuals from New Zealand and Australia self-identified as
belonging to this region.



Middle East includes Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and countries in on the
Northern African continent (Tunisia, Libya, Iran as examples), as
well as Pakistan.



North America includes the United States and Canada, but
excludes Mexico.



South/Latin America includes all of South and Central America, as
well as Mexico and Cuba.



South Pacific/Polynesia includes all of the islands formally located
in the areas of Polynesia, Micronesia, and Melanesia. In this
research, some individuals from Australia, New Zealand, and
Indonesia identified with this region.



Sub-Saharan Africa includes all countries below the Saharan
Desert (Sudan, Ethiopia, Chad, Niger, Mauritania as examples) and
any of the other nations on the African continent which were not
included in the Middle East category.
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Intercultural is described as the relationship between individuals from
different international cultures.
Intercultural maturity describes the journey of development (Initial,
Intermediate, and Mature) in three domains (Interpersonal, Intrapersonal, and
Cognitive), which is based on the Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity
(King & Baxter Magolda, 2005). Intercultural Maturity is directly related to
intercultural sensitivity research.
Intercultural sensitivity is the overarching theory of relationships between
individuals from different cultures or regions of the world. Within the literature,
additional terminology which is sometimes used includes: intercultural relations,
cross-cultural relations, cross-cultural sensitivity, and intercultural competence.
The theory of Intercultural Maturity also belongs under the heading of studying
intercultural sensitivity.
Performance rating scale is the system used to determine the appropriate
answer for each culture scenario utilizing the cognitive level of development as
described in King and Baxter Magolda’s theory of Intercultural Maturity (2005)—
Initial, Intermediate, and Mature.
Scenarios are cultural “stories” containing a dilemma to which various
developmental answers were provided.
Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 introduces the problem to be studied. The chapter also
addresses the statement of the problem, purpose of the research, limitations,
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research objectives, research questions, research hypotheses, significance of
the study, and definition of terms.
Chapter 2 reviews the literature relevant to the study. The review of
literature includes discussion of the history of intercultural sensitivity and the
World-mindedness Scale, basic tenets of intercultural sensitivity theories,
Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity, King and Baxter
Magolda’s Development of Intercultural Maturity, existing instruments, Critical
Incident Technique, and history and uses of culture assimilators and summary.
Chapter 3 presents the method used in this study. Included in this chapter
are: the research objectives, research questions, and research hypotheses;
instrument development; instrument validation; final instrument design; data
collection and analysis; and a summary.
Chapter 4 presents the analysis of the data including a description of the
study participants, analysis of the research objectives, analysis of the research
questions, and a summary.
Chapter 5 discusses the summary, conclusions, implications, and
recommendations of the study.
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Chapter Two
Review of Literature
The purpose of this study was to develop and validate an instrument that
measures the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity. The parts of this chapter
include a discussion of the history of intercultural sensitivity and the Worldmindedness Scale, basic tenets of intercultural sensitivity theories, Bennett’s
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity, King and Baxter Magolda’s
Development of Intercultural Maturity, existing instruments, critical incident
techniques, history and uses of culture assimilators, and a summary.
Terminology common to discussions concerning cultural experiences exist
in certain studies; however, upon further review the instrument or research
usually was referring to “multiculturalism” or the study of race in the United
States. While emerging research connects some of the developmental stages of
multiculturalism and interculturalism, strong enough parallels have not been
created, nor have the data ensured that the two areas of study should be
combined. Therefore, for this study, the focus was research specifically
designed for use with international experiences, rather than multicultural ones.
History of Intercultural Sensitivity and the Worldmindedness Scale
Intercultural sensitivity was first discussed in the mid-1950s. World War II
marked the first time the American people had been introduced to other cultures
en masse via television. The Worldmindedness Scale (Sampson & Smith, 1957)
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was the first instrument created to assess interest in international affairs. While
other instruments existed to determine interest in this area (Lentz, 1950),
Sampson and Smith argued that individuals may be interested in international
affairs, but still not be sensitive to the needs of people in other cultures.
In their instrument, Sampson and Smith describe what they were
measuring: “We identify as highly worldminded the individual who favors a
world-view of the problems of humanity, whose primary reference group is
mankind, rather than Americans, English, Chinese, etc.” (Sampson & Smith,
1957, p. 99). Garnham (1975) further asserted that the Worldmindedness scale
“attempts to assess the extent to which an individual responds to foreign affairs
issues on the basis of international rather than national considerations” (p. 45).
This 32-item scale focuses on eight core areas: religion, immigration,
government, economics, patriotism, race, education, and war and focused on the
primary concerns of the time, such as disarmament, racial intermarriage, and
how to handle immigration. This instrument was created in 1955 making it an
introduction to the world of intercultural sensitivity at the time of its creation;
however, for more recent use, researchers have chosen to utilize only some of
the items rather than the entire assessment. Wiseman, Hammer, and Nishida
(1989) utilized six items from Sampson and Smith’s Worldmindedness Scale
“because the items were more culture-general in orientation and tended to focus
on issues of current concern” (p. 356).
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Basic Tenet of Intercultural Sensitivity Theories
While existing theories appear to disagree on many aspects of how to
define, explain, and measure intercultural sensitivity, they do share one tenet–
that development of intercultural sensitivity involves moving from rigid to flexible
thinking skills (Bennett, 1986; Bennett, 1993; Endicott, Bock, & Navarea, 2003;
King & Baxter Magolda, 2005). This change in the way one thinks also impacts
the ability to move from an egocentric viewpoint to one that is accepting of all
cultures often referred to as ethnocentrism (Bennett, 1986; Bennett, 1993;
Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Bredella, 2003; Endicott, Bock, & Navaez, 2003;
Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003; Hett, 1993; King & Baxter Magolda, 2005;
Sampson & Smith, 1957; Sparrow, 2000; Wicinski & McCrory, 2012).
Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity
Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS)
describes a series of developmental stages, which individuals move through in
order to be optimally interculturally sensitive. Figure 1 is an illustration of
Bennett’s continuum of intercultural sensitivity from ethnocentrism to
ethnorelativism. Based on constructivist theory, Bennett contended that
“experience does not occur simply by being in the vicinity of events when they
occur. Rather, experience is a function of how one construes the events”
(Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003, p. 423). While he delineated specific
stages, he contended that the development of intercultural sensitivity is usually
unidirectional, but not necessarily linear. Because it is not linear, individuals may
move through one stage without having experienced another. Life events or
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inappropriate training methods may also cause degradation of the stages. In
other words, individuals can move through the stages in sequence, skip stages,
and occasionally move “back” through stages they have already experienced.
The developmental model is based on two distinct stages: ethnocentrism
and ethnorelativism. Ethnocentric stages are the cultural version of egocentric
stages in personal development, in which individuals view the world only in the
ways that relate to themselves. The same is true in the ethnocentric stage of
intercultural sensitivity, where individuals view cultures only in relation to their
personal culture.

Ethnorelativism

norelativism
Adaptation

Integration

Acceptance

Denial

Defense/Reversal

Minimization

Ethnocentrism

Figure 1. Bennett’s continuum of intercultural sensitivity from ethnocentrism to
ethnorelativism (Fuller, 2007, p. 324).
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In ethnocentric stages, individuals are only aware of stages as they
pertain to others and do not yet see culture as being a fluid entity. Bennett
identified three sub-stages, which include denial, defense, and minimization.
“Operating from an ethnocentric assumptive base, the meaning the learner
attaches to cultural difference will vary from total denial of its existence to the
minimization of its importance” (Bennett, 1993, p. 30).
The term “ethnorelative” was created by Bennett as the antithesis of
ethnocentrism and also has three sub-stages: acceptance, adaptation, and
integration. In this stage, individuals do not see behaviors related to culture as
“wrong” or “right.” In order to function in this phase, one must possess the
understanding that many behaviors are influenced by culture.
Stages of ethnorelativism begin with the acceptance of cultural
differences as inevitable and enjoyable, through adaptation to
cultural differences with intercultural communication skills, to the
final stage of integration in which ethnorelativism may be
synthesized into a coherent and workable new identity. (Bennett,
1993, p. 47)
While ethnorelative individuals understand that behavior is related to
cultures, it does not necessarily mean that these same individuals adopt the
values and beliefs of alternative cultures, nor does it imply that individuals
approve of cultural beliefs--they simply understand that there are alternative
viewpoints and accept them as a part of life. In other words, ethnorelative
individuals are accepting of their cultural counterparts’ beliefs and accept them
as equals, whether they agree with those beliefs or not.
According to Bennett (1993), while understanding is important, the ideal
state of ethnorelativism is “constructive marginality,” which describes an
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individual who has removed any frame of reference to a subjective culture or any
host culture. In effect, persons experiencing constructive marginality have
created their own reality on the basis of all experiences and have the ability to
create their own reality as it relates to any culture. “They are outside all cultural
frames of reference by virtue of their ability to consciously raise any assumption
to a metalevel (level of self-reference). In other words, there is no natural cultural
identity for a marginal person” (Bennett, 1993, p. 63).
Criticisms of Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural
Sensitivity (DMIS). According to Bennett, individuals who reach the end-point of
intercultural sensitive experience “cultural marginality”—a complete loss of
cultural identity and a creation of a new identity unrelated to the one in which
they may have been raised. Sparrow (2000) argued that individuals are
incapable of completely disposing of their native culture. Sparrow (2000)
proposed instead that, as people engage in intercultural experiences, they
integrate them through the lens of their existing culture, possibly changing who
they are and what they believe, but never fully shedding their personal values
and beliefs. In Sparrow’s study (2000) it was found that “respondents . . . spoke
of their experiences of constructing new identities, but always within existing
cultural definitions” (p. 190).
Shaules (2007) argues that considering an end-point in intercultural
sensitivity is an oversimplification of the intercultural experience. His contention
is that the concern of those studying intercultural development must be the
process rather than the product, or an end-point. “There is a danger in defining a
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particular kind of intercultural experience as the intercultural competence, when
the lived experience may be much more organic and varied than predicable by a
single theory or conceptual model” (Shaules, 2007, p. 94). In short, Shaules
expresses that the concern of facilitators in training intercultural sensitivity should
be related to the development of the individual, without the pressure of
completion of an end task.
Bredella (2003) raised the concern that negative consequences to pure
ethnorelativism may exist. True ethnorelativism is based on one universal set of
values—tolerance. While she conceded that awareness of self as a cultural
being is important to move from ethnocentristic to enthnorelative behavior, she
examined the possibility that viewing others through only their cultural lens and
disposing of personal values could lead to continued marginalization of certain
groups, as well as, an inability to mediate differences between cultures. “We
must also be aware of the danger that we close our eyes to exploitation and
humiliations if we accept intolerant behavior uncritically because it is part of a
culture” (Bredella, 2003, p. 232).
Shaules (2000) criticized the DMIS because its terminology communicates
a positive/negative viewpoint of personal development. He asserted that
ethnocentric behavior is not necessarily wrong. In fact, Shaules asserted that
just as egocentrism is the initial stage of human development, ethnocentrism
must be the biological starting point of intercultural sensitivity development. He
argued that just as a toddler’s view the world is not incorrect, novice intercultural
sojourners views are also not to be discounted.
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Another point of contention of the DMIS is the oversimplification of the
individual’s reaction to intercultural experiences. According to Shaules (2000),
“many sojourners have differing and contradictory reactions to their experiences,
seeming to accept and/or adapt to a certain kind of cultural difference, but
denigrate others at the same time” (p. 123). Shaules referred to this as a “mixed
state” and contended that Bennett’s general description and explanation of each
stage (or state) does not account for the mixed emotions that an intercultural
traveler may experience.
King and Baxter Magolda’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity
Utilizing a meta-analysis of theories from education, psychology, and
business, King and Baxter Magolda developed an integrated, “holistic” (or a
whole person) approach to the development of intercultural awareness and
sensitivity. According to the authors, intercultural maturity is “multi-dimensional
and consisting of a range of attributes” (p. 574) and includes three developmental
dimensions: cognitive, interpersonal, and intrapersonal. Table 1 illustrates the
different levels of development for each dimension and stage. King and Baxter
Magolda argue that many theories are “ineffective because they fail to consider
one or more domains (cognitive, identity, interpersonal) of development” (p. 573).
Cognitive. The cognitive role is described as how a person thinks (and in
some ways how they feel) about diversity. Individuals in the initial stages of
development are only able to hold one cultural perspective at one time. At the
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Table 1
A Model of Intercultural Maturity with Three Domains by Three Levels of Development
Levels of Development
Domains
Cognitive

Intrapersonal

Interpersonal

Initial
Assumes knowledge is certain and
categorizes knowledge claims as
right or wrong; is naïve about
different cultural practices and
values; resists challenges to one’s
own beliefs and views differing
cultural perspectives as wrong
Lack of awareness of one’s own
values and intersection of social
(racial, class, ethnicity, sexual
orientation) identity; lack of
understanding of other cultures;
externally defined identity yields
externally defined beliefs that
regulate interpretation of experiences
and guide choices; difference is
viewed as a threat to identity
Dependent relation with similar
others is a primary source of identity
and social affirmation; perspectives
of different others are viewed as
wrong; awareness of how social
systems affect group norms and
intergroup differences is lacking; view
social problems egocentrically, no
recognition of society as an
organized entity

Intermediate
Evolving awareness and
acceptance of uncertainty and
multiple perspectives; ability to
shift from accepting authority’s
knowledge claims to personal
processes for adopting
knowledge claims
Evolving sense of identity as
distinct from external others’
perceptions; tension between
external and internal definitions
prompts self-exploration of
values, racial identity, beliefs;
immersion in own culture;
recognizes legitimacy of other
cultures

Mature
Ability to consciously shift
perspectives and behaviors into
an alternative cultural worldview
and to use multiple cultural
frames
Capacity to create an internal
self that openly engages
challenges to one’s views and
beliefs and that considers social
identities (race, class, gender,
etc.) in a global and national
context; integrates aspects of
self into one’s identity

Willingness to interact with
Capacity to engage in
diverse others and refrain from
meaningful, interdependent
judgment; relies on independent relationships with diverse others
relations in which multiple
that are grounded in an
perspectives exist (but are not
understanding and appreciation
coordinated); self is often
for human differences;
overshadowed by need for
understanding of ways
others’ approval. Begins to
individual and community
explore how social systems
practices affect social systems;
affect group norms and
willing to work for the rights of
intergroup relations
others
Note: Adapted from “A Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity,” by B. King and M. Baxter Magolda, Journal of College Student
Development, 46(6), 576.
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intermediate stage, acceptance of differences is developing; however, one may
see the native culture as dominant or as the primary culture. Mature individuals
are able to perceive themselves within their own culture, but also in another
alternative culture; they are able to accept ambiguity; to empathize with others
who are different and able to evaluate their personal cognitive and affective
states and evaluate how this may impact others.
Intrapersonal. The intrapersonal role is described as how individuals
view themselves in relation to their subjective culture, as well as, a host culture.
Development in this area involves movement from an external definition of self to
an internally defined self-concept. Those in the initial developmental stage of
intrapersonal development see their own experiences as being the basis for all
decisions and are focused on their own identity as one that is mirrored by others
surrounding them. As such, individuals from others cultures who do not fit the
norms to which they are accustomed are seen as threats to their personal
identities.
Within in the intermediate stages, individuals are willing to accept culture
as a fluid and variable entity and are in the process of developing their own
senses of self. Mature individuals are able to view culture based on the
knowledge of self-identity and choose to make decisions to engage others who
are different in the opportunity to enhance one’s own experiences. In this final
stage, individuals may alter their views of themselves without fully losing their
personal identity.
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Interpersonal. The interpersonal dimension is defined as the ability to
interact effectively. Individuals in the initial level of development view their own
culture as the only culture and view others’ viewpoints as wrong if differing from
theirs. As development occurs, people begin to be aware of differing viewpoints;
however, their subjective culture is still seen as the dominant one. Mature
interpersonal development “draws on the mature capacity to construct and
engage in relationships with others in ways that show respect for and
understanding of the other’s perspectives and experiences, but are also true to
one’s own beliefs and values” (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005, p. 579). In short,
mature individuals will alter their behaviors to encourage positive interpersonal
relationships.
While King and Baxter Magolda do consider Bennett’s model valuable to
the field of intercultural relations, they questioned Bennett’s theory as leaving out
important information. “Unfortunately, theory development on multicultural
competence has been limited by heavy reliance on the assessment of attitudes
as a proxy for competence” (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005, p. 572). While both
Bennett’s model and King and Baxter Magolda’s models are linear, the
Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity is a more holistic approach that
illustrates the different states of development.
Using a holistic lens to examine scholarship on intercultural or
multicultural competencies allows one to identify underlying
capacities that may guide (or at least affect) a learner’s ability to
integrate knowledge, skills, and awareness and to act in
interculturally mature ways. (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005, p. 572)
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Existing Instruments
The following section describes four instruments commonly used to
measure intercultural sensitivity: Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS), Intercultural
Development Inventory (IDI), Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ICSI), and the
Global-Mindedness Scale.
Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS). Chen and Starosta (2000)
contributed to the study of intercultural sensitivity, with the creation of the
Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS). While Bennett believed that intercultural
sensitivity was a developed skill, Chen and Starosta surmise that Bennett’s DMIS
theory combined too many aspects to adequately measure intercultural
sensitivity. Chen and Starosta do not view acquisition of intercultural sensitivity
as a transformational process. Their instrument, ISS, was designed only to
determine if a person has the skills to be interculturally sensitive, not how, why,
or when they were developed.
Chen and Starosta (2000) theorized that the overarching competency is
Intercultural Competence, of which Intercultural Communication competence is
one part. In their view, intercultural sensitivity is one of three components
making up intercultural communication.
These three parts, they believed are comprised of the three domains:
affective, cognitive, and behavioral. Figure 2 depicts Chen and Starosta’s model
and the relationships between the factors and domains. The cognitive domain
effects what an individual thinks about other cultures. They called this domain
cultural awareness. The behavioral domain affects how individuals actually
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function in an environment--their ability to get the tasks completed that need to
be accomplished. They called this domain cultural androitness. The affective
domain effects how an individual feels about understanding and working with
other cultures. This is the domain which Chen and Starosta felt was intercultural
sensitivity.
Chen and Starosta (2000) argued that in order to adequately measure the
affective portion of intercultural communication competence, intercultural
sensitivity, it must be separated from the behavioral and cognitive portions.
Bennett (1986), conversely, felt that intercultural sensitivity (affective) is so
intertwined that it cannot be separated from the cognitive or behavioral aspects.

Intercultural
Competence

Intercultural
Communication
Affective

Behavioral

Cognitive

Intercultural
Sensitivity

Intercultural
Awareness

Intercultural
Androitness

Figure 2. Chen and Starosta’s Intercultural Competence Model depicting the
relationships between the factors and the domain associated with each factor
(Adapted from Chen & Starosta, 2000).
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Within their instrument, the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS), they
propose that a culturally sensitive individual would possess five factors:
Interaction Engagement, Respect for Cultural Differences, Interaction
Confidence, Interaction Enjoyment, and Interaction Attentiveness. Interaction
engagement appears to account for the greatest variance in the instrument,
which is attributed to a “participants’ feeling of participation in intercultural
communication” (Chen & Starosta, 2000, p. 6).
Chen and Starosta (2000) stipulated that the instrument showed evidence
that the factor reliability could be improved. Upon replication of their research
with a different participant group (Fritz, Mollenberg, & Chen, 2001), the
researchers reiterated that the data showed reliability, particularly when
correlated with other reliable instruments; however, the overall validity of the ISS
could be improved (Fritz, Mollenberg, & Chen, 2001). Later studies (Peng, 2006;
Spinthourakis, Karatzia-Stavlioti, & Roussakis, 2009) concurred that data from
the instrument were reliable; however, internal validity might be improved.
This instrument was designed to determine whether an individual had
obtained specific skills, but measurement of the skills within a developmental
framework was not addressed. Utilization of this instrument to determine growth
can be used, but only in a longitudinal study to determine if cultural experience,
such as travel abroad, causes a change in scores. This means that utilization of
the instrument for research purposes is possible, but pragmatic uses are not
appropriate. It is not possible, with this instrument, to give the outcome of the
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assessment to an employee or student to stimulate metacognition or growth in
intercultural sensitivity.
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI). The Intercultural
Development Inventory (IDI) was created by Hammer, Bennett, and Wiseman
(2003) to measure five of the six developmental stages outlined by Bennett:
Denial/Defense, Reversal, Minimization, Acceptance/Adaptation, and
Encapsulated Marginality.
The original version of the IDI was constructed utilizing a 7-point Likerttype scale with 60 items. However, because the instrument validity was not as
strong as desired, the instrument was reevaluated and redesigned as a 50-item
5-point Likert-type scale (Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003).
Additional information on this assessment is difficult to attain, as it is
proprietary and strongly protected. One study, conducted by Michael Paige,
Jacobs-Cassuto, Yershova, and DeJaeghere (2003) indicated that the IDI is “a
sound instrument, a satisfactory way of measuring intercultural sensitivity as
defined by Bennett” (p. 486). Within this study, the 60-item assessment was
validated using 353 high school and college foreign language students and four
foreign language instructors. While these researchers indicated that the
instrument is valuable for use, it is not cost-effective. Researchers wishing to
use this instrument are required by the owners take a costly course to do so.
Additional costs are incurred with the use of the instrument itself. Because of the
lack of information, additional uses and limitations cannot be adequately
discussed.
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The Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ICSI). Bhawuk and Brislin
(1992) developed a self-reporting instrument in which individuals give responses
on a Likert-type scale. The focus of their research was to create an instrument
which compared individualism versus collectivism--or how social orientation
affects worldviews--and how well individuals can modify their behavior when
placed in an intercultural situation. Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) surmised that
open-mindedness and flexibility, along with cultural outlook (collectivism vs.
individualism) played a part in how an individual saw and responded to people
from other cultures. Figure 3 is a visual illustration of Bhawuk and Brislin’s
theory.

Figure 3. Bhawuk and Brislins’s model of Intercultural Sensitivity focusing on
Individualism vs. Collectivism (Adapted from Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992)

The ICSI is comprised of two sections. The first section contains 16 items,
taken once from the perspective of a jobseeker in an individualist culture,
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specifically the United States. The respondent is then asked to answer the same
questions (numbered 17 – 32) as though they were seeking a job in a collectivist
society, specifically Japan.
The second portion of the ICSI contained 46 items, 25 of which were
questions regarding flexibility and open-mindedness. Questions from the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale comprised the remaining 11 questions.
These final questions measured the extent to which a participant answered the
questions honestly rather than trying to respond to the questions with a
perception of right or wrong. By including these questions, the researchers were
attempting to countermand criticisms that the ICSI might elicit responses based
on strong social expectations. “It was hypothesized that if people scored highly
on these 11 items, their scores on the other 71 items would also be suspect of
approval seeking or self-flattering behavior” (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992, p. 421).
One limitation of the ICSI is that it may only be used with highly
individualistic or highly collectivist societies. Bhawuk and Brislin stated, “If other
researchers are interested in measuring sensitivity, and if the cultures involved
place a value on individualism or collectivism, they can consider using the 16
behavioral items that were identified in this research” (1992, p. 432). While this
research offered a unique look at the difference in worldview by different
perceptions, it is not appropriate for utilization for metacognition and change in
worldview through experience.
Interestingly, Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) advocate the use of real-life
cultural situations in instruments. They indicate that
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if people are given a set of situations and then asked to express
how they would behave when participating in various intercultural
encounters, it may be possible to see if people (a) can empathize
with members of other cultures who behave differently, and (b)
whether or not people are willing to modify their behavior. (Bhawuk
& Brislin, 1993, p. 416)
Global-Mindedness Scale. The Global-Mindedness Scale, created by
Hett (1993), was designed to measure a worldview in which one sees oneself as
connected to the world community and feels a sense of responsibility for its
members” and how much that is reflected in an individual’s attitudes and actions
(Hett, 1993, p. 142).
This 30-item instrument consists of five theoretical dimensions:
responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy, globalcentrism, and interconnectedness
measured by a 5-point Likert-type scale. Certain parts of this instrument do
measure aspects of intercultural sensitivity by using questions such as: “I
generally find it stimulating to spend an evening talking with people from other
cultures” and “Americans can learn something of value from all different cultures”
other questions are unrelated to the specific content being studied, such as: “The
fact that a flood can kill 50,000 people in Bangladesh is very depressing to me”
and “When I hear that thousands of people are starving in an African country, I
feel very frustrated.” Hett (1993) discusses two major limitations for the use of
this instrument: (a) outdated instrument and (b) instrument was created during a
period of war. Hett’s dissertation was awarded posthumously. She had no
opportunity to revise the instrument; however, other research has used it (JeanFrancois, 2010; Lawthong, 2003; Zong, 1999).
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Critical Incident Technique
In 1954, Flanagan wrote of a technique which had been in use in the field
of psychology for 10 years called the Critical Incident Technique (CIT). This “set
of procedures” (Flanagan, 1954, p. 327) had been created by the Aviation
Psychology Program of the United States Army Air Forces in World War II in
order to create procedures for developing criteria for selection of air pilots.
Multiple studies were conducted in which pilot candidates were not only
rated on their performance by general terms, such as: “poor judgment,” or
“unsuitable temperament,” but were also rated by documenting ability using
specific incidents of success or failure. Additional studies asked for specific
incidents which might describe successful and unsuccessful combat leaders,
Pilot studies regarding disorientation in flight, and reasons for failures of bombing
missions. In each of these studies, thousands of factual statements were
collected, called “critical incidents,” which were used to create job descriptions,
screen applicants and improve aviation products.
Following World War II, several individuals who conducted these studies
founded a non-profit education and psychological organization, the American
Institute for Research that began conducting additional research in Critical
Incident Theory (CIT). Flanagan indicated that the CIT is a flexible method and
“consists of a set of procedures for collecting direct observations of human
behavior in such a way as to facilitate their potential usefulness in solving
practical problems and developing broad psychological principles” (Flanagan,
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1954, p. 327). Butterfield, Borgen, Amundson, and Maglio (2005) further clarify
this point by stating that
the method’s flexibility is also demonstrated in the focus of a CIT
study, which can range from studying effective and ineffective ways
of doing something, to looking at helping and hindering factors,
collecting functional or behavioural [sic] descriptions of events or
problems, examining successes and failures, or determining
characteristics that are critical to important aspects of an activity or
event. (p. 476)
While the technique is flexible, Flanagan (1954) outlined five steps to be
followed: (a) general aims, (b) plans and specifications, (c) collecting the data, (d)
analyzing the data, and (e) interpreting and reporting.
General aim. In order to adequately measure or create critical incidents
which are relevant to the researcher, a specific “fundamental orientation”
(Flanagan, 1954, p. 336) must be determined. Flanagan acknowledged that
multiple aims may exist within each area being observed; however, while no one
aim may be the only correct one, specificity is required to ensure that the data
collected is interpreted correctly. He illustrated that a researcher observing a
manager may view the manager’s flexibility in letting an employee leave early as
a positive trait if he is being observed for employee relations, but may be viewed
negatively if the CIT researcher is seeking information on employee work
efficiency. Without a clear goal in mind, “it will be difficult to get agreement
among the authorities. In addition, lack of consistency and specificity will make it
much harder to convey a uniform idea to the participants” (Flanagan, 1954, p.
337).
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Plans and specifications. In order to correctly gain the information
desired, the situation which is being observed must be delimited. If multiple
researchers exist, a detailed description of behaviors being observed must be
provided. Flanagan (1954) explained that incidents which are more extreme are
easier to observe than those of a subtle nature.
Collecting the data. While Flanagan (1954) advocated the use of direct
observations completed by experts, Butterfield et al. (2005) contend that
collection of data “can be done in a number of ways, such as having expert
observers watch people perform the task in question or by having individuals
report from memory about extreme incidents that occurred in the past” (2005, p.
478). Butterfield et al. also emphasize that while direct observation is ideal, that
is costly to do. In fact, these authors point out that one of the changes in CIT has
been the change in emphasis from direct observations to self-reflection.
Flanagan (1954) stressed that the sample size recommended for use in
CIT was not determined by the number of participants, but instead by the number
of critical incidents developed. He further advocated the idea that additional
critical incidents should be added until they represent full coverage of the
behavior being studied. Because some behaviors are more complicated,
Flanagan believed that there can be no set amount of incidents required;
however, he advocates creating incidents until the addition of 100 critical
incidents adds only two or three facets of the behavior.
Analyzing the data. Flanagan (1954) and Butterfield et al. (2005) concur
that the analysis of the data should be specific to the research being conducted.

33

Critical incidents must be categorized to ensure that they will be “sacrificing as
little as possible of their comprehensiveness, specificity, and validity” (Flanagan,
1954, p. 344). Flanagan outlined three vital steps in ensuring the data are
handled correctly: (a) determining what frame of reference will be used, (b)
creation of a categorization schema, and (c) determining how much specificity or
generalizability that will be used.
Interpreting and reporting. In order to accurately report the findings, the
researcher should evaluate the findings to ensure that biases are minimized. In
addition, Flanagan (1954) stressed that the researcher is responsible for
ensuring and communicating the credibility, validity, and value of the results.
History and Uses of Culture Assimilators
Culture assimilators were based on the theory of Critical Incident
Technique (CIT). Assimilators were developed by Fiedler, Osgood, Stolurow,
and Triandis at the University of Illinois in 1962 using a federal grant (Albert,
1983). The initial program was created to run on a computer and the phrase
“culture assimilator” was coined. Albert (1983) contended that a more
appropriate phrase would be “intercultural sensitizer” (ICS), since that is the endgoal of the instrument.
Features of Culture Assimilators/Intercultural Sensitizers (ICS).
Albert (1983) described two features of ICSs: (a) critical problems and (b) key
differences. Critical problems are directly related to the critical incidents
described in Flanagan’s CIT, in which scenarios are created to describe an
activity or event that may be experienced while in another country. Key
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differences are the understanding that assumptions are made by individuals
about those from other cultures using the assumptions or attributes of behaviors
in the subjective culture. Because actions can be understood differently in other
cultures, misunderstandings may occur.
Culture assimilators are defined as “a programmed learning experience
designed to expose members of one culture to some of the basic concepts,
attitudes, role perceptions, customs, and values of another culture” (Fiedler,
Mitchell, & Triandis, 1971, p. 95). While Critical Incident Technique is commonly
used for creating job descriptions, evaluating job effectiveness, and applicant
screening, culture assimilators were created exclusively to create training
programs for individuals seeking to live and work in a non-native culture.
The culture assimilator is a collection of real-life scenarios which trainees
read and develop an interpretation of the encounter. The way in which
respondents may react to each scenario varies depending on the intent of the
culture assimilator. Culture assimilators may be open-ended and encourage
discussion among group respondents and have multiple answers to which each
respondent must answer using a Likert-type scale indicating their preference on
how they would first respond; however, the primary program usually involves an
incident with multiple answers from which the respondent must choose. After
choosing, the respondent is given an explanation whether the chosen response
is correct and, if not, the individual is allowed to return to the incident and choose
another answer, for which feedback will again be given.
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Albert (1983) described the specific way that answers are generated.
Within each question, four possible answers are provided, three of which will
correspond to the answers that might be expected in the subjective culture, while
the “correct” answer is the one that would be appropriate for the host culture.
Appendix B provides a sample culture assimilator question and responses.
Culture assimilators are classified in various ways. Fiedler, Mitchell and
Triandis (1971) discussed the initial uses for culture assimilators and first present
the idea of assimilators in terms of as specific and general. The specific
assimilator was created to train sojourners from one specific culture to
appropriately act in another specific culture. In some cases, specificity
concentrated on what job functions would be expected in the new position in the
new country. General assimilators were designed primarily to focus on
generalities which could be made in all cultures and then train sojourners in
preparation for functioning in any culture which may have differences.
Geocultural World Divisions
Participants within this research were chosen to ensure representation
from eight geocultural world divisions (see Appendix A): Asia, Caribbean,
Europe, Middle East, North America, South/Latin America, South
Pacific/Polynesia, and Sub-Saharan Africa through extensive travel, living
abroad, or birth within a culture. A similar map was utilized by Wallenberg-Lerner
(2013) when studying the affective components in a global society.
The field of Cultural Geography supports the supposition that cultures can
be subdivided in a broad sense and the use of maps to delineate these cultures
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is appropriate. Geocultural world divisions are used rather than geographical
world populations because a country may exist on a continent, but it may share
distinctions are a stronger fit culturally with countries on another continent. In
short, shared borders or regional identification is not necessarily an indicator of
shared culture identification (Bonnemaison, 2005).
A. Kumi-Yeboah, a bi-cultural, social studies expert indicated that “Mexico
is a part of North America; however, its culture, religion and language are a
better fit to South or Latin America” (personal communication, March 1, 2012).
This supposition is supported by Bonnemaison (2005), who suggests that “a
culture area gathers a set of cultural regions joined by common paradigms or an
identical foundation” (p. 96). He uses Mexico as an example, proposing that this
country departs from the North American culture group and belongs more with
Latin America in a cultural sense. The distinction that world geography can be
subdivided by cultures is supported by Bonnemaison (2005), who wrote
Civilizations fashion more complex culture areas, which can be
broken down into specific areas. Such is the case of the Western,
Islamic, African, Far Eastern civilizations as well as Oceania and
others. Civilizations are characterized by a dominant combination
of cultural traits and by shared paradigms. (p. 86)
Cultural mapping is utilized in a variety of ways. It may take the form of
maps on land usage, language acquisition, birth rates, death rates, migrations of
people, and many other countless uses. The use of cultural maps is supported
by Cosgrove (2005) who stated that:
Because culture, like every physical and social activity, is both
spatially structured and geographically expressed, the map remains
a powerful mode of visualising [sic] and representing the spatial
aspects of how cultures form, interact and change. Mapping thus
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remains a vital tool of analysis and a significant mode of
representation in the study of interconnections between culture and
space. (p. 28)
Summary
Intercultural sensitivity became a topic of interest following World War II.
Since that time, instruments have been created to assist in determining when
competency in this area has been reached. Among these instruments were the
Worldmindedness Scale, Intercultural Sensitivity Scale, Intercultural
Development Inventory, and the Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory.
Excluding the Intercultural Development Inventory (which cannot be
discussed due to lack of information), the four remaining instruments would not
be appropriate for use in a metacognitive situation, where scores would be
provided to assist individuals in their personal growth. In addition, these
instruments do not utilize cultural scenarios to determine if intercultural sensitivity
competency or intercultural maturity skills are being developed or achieved. Also
discussed in this chapter are the eight geocultural world divisions and how they
will be discussed in this research.
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Chapter Three
Methods
The purpose of this research was to develop and validate an instrument to
measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity utilizing scenarios. The
parts of this chapter are: research objectives, research questions, research
hypotheses, instrument development, final instrument creation, and final
instrument validation. The instrument development section contains sections
related to the design of the panels and the four stages of instrument
development.
Research Objectives
The following research objectives guided this study:
1. Development of a protocol for use in determining what traits exist in
the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity competence.
2. Development of appropriate scenario questions that mirror the
cognitive domain described in King and Baxter Magolda’s
Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
3. Development of a performance rating scale that mirrors the cognitive
domain described in the Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
4. Provide evidence of construct validity by gathering data through the
utilization of the instrument.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1. What are the number and nature of constructs in the cognitive domain
of intercultural maturity?
2. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on gender?
3. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on geocultural world
division?
4. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on years lived abroad?
Research Hypotheses
1. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by gender.
2. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by geocultural
world division.
3. There will be a statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by years lived
abroad.
Phase One Instrument Development
The instrument development process involved four stages: competency
identification, situation identification, scenario development, and answer
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development. To expedite the process, a series of expert panels were recruited
to assist the researcher.
Four stages of instrument development. Within the first stage (Stage I
Competency Identification), the pilot, validation and verification panels were
utilized to determine the top cognitive competencies in Intercultural Maturity.
Within Stage II Situation Identification and Stage III Scenario Development, the
panels were divided into two groups and into four groups for stage IV Response
Development, ensuring representation from all eight geocultural world divisions,
when possible. Appendix C provides a visual illustration of Phase One
Instrument Development, which includes the ultimate goal of each stage and an
illustration of the process that was followed.
Pilot, validation, and verification panels. The first phase (Phase One
Instrument Development) of this study was the development of an instrument
designed to measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity and involved
four stages. Within Phase One Instrument Development, 30 participants were
recruited. A numbering system was created which utilized the three panels (P =
Pilot, VA = Validation, VE = Verification) and sequential numbering by the order
in which a participant was recruited. Similar panel procedures have been tested
and utilized in social role research conducted at the University of South Florida
(Abney, 1992; Barthmus, 2004; Cozad, 2009; Kirkman, 1994; Rogers, 2004).
Participants were chosen to ensure representation from eight geocultural world
divisions: Asia, Caribbean, Europe, Middle East, North America, South/Latin
America, South Pacific/Polynesia, and Sub-Saharan Africa through extensive
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travel, living abroad, or birth within a culture. The geocultural world division map
has been included in Appendix A. Because four competencies were identified
within the initial stage (Stage I Competency Identification), the participants were
re-divided into two groups for Stages II Situation Identification, Stage III Scenario
Development, and into four groups for Stage IV Response Development for ease
of survey distribution. Consideration was given to ensure that each group had
representation from all eight geocultural world divisions.
A list of panel participants is found in Appendix D. The following
information about each panel member is also included: gender, current position,
geocultural world division experience, expertise, and panel/group designations.
Where requested, identifying information was removed to protect participants.
All panel participants were solicited by e-mail. See Appendix E for a copy
of the Panel Invitation Letter for all three panels. Appendix F contains the
demographic questionnaire that all panel participants were asked to complete.
Participants were given the option of filling out the form and mailing, e-mailing, or
faxing the form to the researcher.
Stage I competency identification. The outcome of Stage I
Competency Identification was to ascertain the top traits which exist in the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity as defined by King and Baxter Magolda
(2005). An explanation of the Stage I Competency Identification process follows.
Pilot panel. The Pilot panel consisted of nine individuals including
doctoral students from the University of South Florida in Adult Education, Higher
Education, and Research and Measurement. All members of this panel had
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expertise in intercultural exposure and/or experience living in multiple regions of
the world. This panel was utilized within Stage I Competency Identification to
validate cultural competencies found in the current research. The panel was
further utilized to ensure that wording and explanations in the forms utilized for
this research were clear and concise.
The researcher compiled a list of seven competencies from King and
Baxter Magolda’s (2005) Development of Intercultural Maturity and a pilot study
previously used to identify intercultural sensitivity competencies (Wicinski &
McCrory, 2012). Appendix G includes a description of the Intercultural
Competencies through the Focus Group Research pilot study conducted by
Wicinski and McCrory (2012).
The Pilot panel received an e-mail with an attached instruction sheet and
survey. Appendix H contains a copy of the initial and follow-up e-mails for the
Pilot panel. Appendix I contains a copy of the Stage 1 Competency Identification
Pilot Panel Instruction Letter. A copy of the Stage 1 Competency Identification
Pilot Panel survey can be found in Appendix J. The survey was an interactive
form which contained boxes which could be checked or text boxes in which open
answer responses could be provided. The panel was then instructed to return
the form to the researcher via e-mail by a specific date. Forms were printed by
the researcher and the assigned participant number was placed on the survey to
ensure anonymity. If the surveys were not received by the date requested, a
follow-up e-mail was sent. See Appendix H for a copy of the follow-up e-mail.

43

The survey listed the seven identified competencies in no specific order
and respondents were requested to provide their level of agreement on each
listed competency. Respondents were also asked to expound upon their answer
of “3” or less (which is a score of neutral to disagree). Respondents were also
given the opportunity to add any additional competencies they believed should
be included.
Validation panel. The Validation panel consisted of 10 individuals with
expertise in multiple areas related to intercultural relations, such as studying
abroad, bi-cultural relationships, and language acquisition among others.
Appendix D also contains the list of validation panel member’s names and their
area of expertise. Some individuals were solicited via e-mail to participate in this
research and others were solicited at the Commission on International Adult
Education Pre-Conference (2012) at the American Association for Adult and
Continuing Education in Las Vegas, NV. If the participants were recruited via email, a letter was sent in e-mail format and the initial forms, including
demographic forms were provided as document attachments. Appendix E
contains a copy of the panel invitation letter, while Appendix F includes a copy of
the participant demographic forms. During the process of scenario creation, one
participant indicated that inclusion of personal information could compromise that
person’s security, so all identifying information for that particular participant was
eliminated.
The Validation panel members were given the list of corresponding traits
previously identified by the Pilot panel. The Validation panel members were
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asked to rate each competency for appropriate placement and importance on a
Likert-type scale. They were also requested to rank each competency in order of
perceived importance to them. Again, the panel members given the opportunity
to add any additional competencies they felt were missing. A copy of the Stage I
Competency Identification Validation and Verification Panel Instructions can be
found in Appendix K. The Stage I Competency Identification Validation Panel
Survey can be found in Appendix L.
Verification panel. The Verification panel consisted of 11 individuals with
expertise in multiple areas related to intercultural relations, such as studying
abroad, bi-cultural relationships, and language acquisition among others. The
listing of the panel members’ names and their area of expertise are contained in
Appendix D along with the Pilot and Validation panel member names. Again,
some of the members were solicited via e-mail to participate in this research and
others solicited at the Commission on International Adult Education PreConference (2012) in Las Vegas, NV. If the participants were recruited via email, a letter was sent in e-mail format and the initial forms, including
demographic forms were provided as document attachments. The copy of the
panel invitation letter was the same invitation letter received by all panel
participants (Se Appendix E). The panel participant demographic forms for all
members were the same (See Appendix F).
The Verification panel members were given the list of corresponding traits
previously identified by the Pilot and Validation panels. Each panel member was
asked to rate each competency for appropriate placement and importance on a
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Likert-type scale. The Verification panel members were also requested to rank
each competency in order of importance and were given the opportunity to add
any additional competencies they felt were missing. The Stage I Competency
Identification Validation and Verification Panel Instructions were identical
(Appendix K). Appendix M contains the Stage I Competency Identification
Verification Panel Survey, which contained the final 11 competencies identified
by both the Pilot and Validation panels.
Stage I competency identification pilot panel findings. The Pilot panel
was provided seven competencies derived from the literature of King and Baxter
Magolda (2005): flexibility in thinking; ability to shift from accepting authority’s
knowledge to personal knowledge; willingness to seek knowledge about other
cultures; ability to consciously shift perspectives; ability to consciously shift
behaviors; tolerance to challenges to one’s own values; and awareness and
acceptance of uncertainty. Because the Pilot panel was the first panel to view
the competencies, they were asked to provide feedback on the process of using
the interactive forms and the time it took to complete the survey.
The Pilot panel was given the competencies numbered in list form, but in
no specific order. Pilot panel members recommended alphabetizing the
competencies and removing the numbering system, thus removing any
subconscious indication that any competency was more important than another.
Changes in content were recommended by the Pilot panel in two specific
areas. First, one competency (Awareness and acceptance of uncertainty) was
divided into two competencies (Awareness of uncertainty and Acceptance of
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uncertainty). Pilot panel respondents indicated that this was a strong
competency (X = 4.44); however, once divided the Validation panel results for
Awareness of uncertainty (X = 3.8) and Acceptance of uncertainty (X = 3.8) and
the Verification panel results for Awareness of uncertainty (X = 3.36) and
Acceptance of uncertainty (X = 3.64) did not indicate a strong enough
relationship for inclusion in the final competencies.
Second, the Pilot panel members recommended that three competencies
be reworded for clarification. Ability to consciously shift perspectives was
changed to Ability to shift perspectives. Ability to consciously shift behaviors was
changed to Ability to shift behaviors. Respondents explained that in both of
these cases making a conscious versus an unconscious choice was not relevant
to the importance of the competency.
Tolerance to the challenge to one’s own values was changed to
Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from one’s own).
Pilot panel respondents indicated that “tolerance” was a cognitive and
intrapersonal skill and needed to be further clarified. King and Baxter Magolda’s
(2005) research indicated that the acceptance of other’s values may be a clearer
representation of the skills described.
The final recommendation made by the Pilot panel was to change the
response format of the survey. The original form provided to the Pilot panel
requested that participants rate the competencies on a Likert-type scale with “1”
indicating a disagreement in the placement of the competency to “5” indicating an
agreement to the placement of the competency in the cognitive domain of
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Intercultural Maturity. If the respondent provided a score of “3” or less, indicating
neutral or disagreement, an explanation for that rating was requested.
Four respondents noted that the request to provide an explanation for a
low score might be detrimental to true indications of agreement/disagreement.
Some respondents explained that responses were based on a “feeling” of what
belonged and a definite, identifiable reason may not be easily explained. Other
pilot panel members indicated that some individuals might be less likely to give a
low score if an explanation had to be provided.
Based on the Pilot panel members’ feedback, the form was modified for
the two subsequent panels. The final form used by both the Validation and
Verification panel requested a score indicating agreement/disagreement, but no
explanation was required. For comparison purposes, the Stage I Competency
Identification form used with the Validation panel can be found in Appendix L,
while the Stage I Competency Identification form used with the Verification panel
is found in Appendix M. To further determine what competencies belonged in the
cognitive domain, the Validation and Verification panels were asked to rank the
competencies in order of importance.
Stage I competency identification validation panel findings. The
Validation panel members were provided the revised and expanded nine
competencies in alphabetical order. The nine competencies included ability to
shift behaviors, ability to shift cognitive perspectives, ability to shift from
accepting authority’s knowledge to personal knowledge, acceptance of
uncertainty, awareness of uncertainty, curiosity about others’ beliefs, flexibility in
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thinking, willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from
one’s own), and willingness to seek knowledge about other cultures.
Validation panel members were asked to rank each competency for
agreement/disagreement with the placement of each competency in the cognitive
domain using a Likert-type scale with “1” indicating a disagreement in the
placement of the competency to “5” indicating an agreement to the placement of
the competency in the cognitive domain of Intercultural Maturity. Using this
system, a higher mean for each competency would indicate a stronger overall
agreement that the competency belonged in the cognitive domain.
Validation panel members were also asked to rank the competencies with
“1” indicating the most important competency, “2” the next most important, and
continue until all competencies had been ranked. A lower overall mean indicated
a stronger placement of the competency in the cognitive domain.
The final task for Validation panel members was to provide any verbiage
changes they felt were needed and any additional competencies that they felt
had been overlooked. No additional verbiage changes were made. However,
the validation panel indicated that two competencies had been overlooked:
Willingness to question one’s own beliefs and values and Willingness to reflect
on ambiguity experienced when relating to others.
Stage I competency identification verification panel findings. The
Verification panel members were provided 11 competencies in alphabetical
order: ability to shift behaviors, ability to shift cognitive perspectives, ability to
shift from accepting authority’s knowledge to personal knowledge, acceptance of
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uncertainty, awareness of uncertainty, curiosity about others’ beliefs, flexibility in
thinking, willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from
one’s own), willingness to question one’s own beliefs and values, willingness to
reflect on ambiguity experienced when relating to others, and willingness to seek
knowledge about other cultures.
Verification panel members were asked to rate each competency for
agreement/disagreement with the placement of each competency within the
cognitive domain using a Likert-type scale with “1” indicating a disagreement in
the placement of the competency to “5” indicating an agreement to the placement
of the competency in the cognitive domain of Intercultural Maturity. Using this
system, a higher mean for each competency would indicate a stronger overall
agreement that the competency belonged in the cognitive domain.
Verification panel members were also asked to rank the competencies
with “1” indicating the most important competency, “2” the next most important,
and continue until all competencies had been ranked. A lower overall mean
would indicate a stronger placement of the competency in the cognitive domain.
By means of ranking and rating, four competencies were identified by the
Verification panel as the most valid for inclusion in the cognitive domain of
Intercultural Maturity. In Table 2 data are presented which show the means of
and ranking of each competency by the verification panel. The four
competencies: ability to shift cognitive perspectives, flexibility in thinking,
willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from one’s own),
and willingness to seek knowledge about other cultures were identified by looking
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for the highest mean scores for rating and lowest mean scores for ranking. The
four identified competencies were identified by having the highest ranking, while
also being identified by the validation panel members as being the most
important (low scores in rating).
Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from one’s
own) was ranked as the top competency (ranking X = 2.73, rating X = 4.09).
Flexibility in thinking was ranked as the second top competency (ranking
X = 3.82, rating X = 4.27). The third ranked competency was Willingness to seek
knowledge about other cultures (ranking X = 4.64, rating X = 4.09). The fourth
competency was Ability to shift cognitive perspectives (ranking X = 5.36, rating
X = 4.18). One competency, Ability to shift behaviors had a strong placement
rating (X = 4.09) as compared to the other competencies; however, the
verification panel indicated that the importance of the competency should not be
included in the final list by the competency ranking (X = 6.45).
Stage II Situation identification. The goal of Stage II Situation
Identification was to identify situations which correspond to the top traits. The
process followed for Stage II Situation Identification follows.
Group placement. The 30 participants used in the Stage I Competency
Identification were split into two groups. The two groups each consisted of 15
individuals, ensuring that all eight geocultural world divisions were represented in
each group. These same groups were utilized in Stage III Scenario
Development.

51

Table 2
Verification Panel Means for Ranking and Rating of Stage I Competency
Identification Including Top Four Competencies
Verification
Ranking
X
2.73

Verification
Rating
X
4.09

3.82

4.27

4.64

4.09

5.36

4.18

Curiosity about others’ beliefs

5.55

3.64

Awareness of uncertainty

6.36

3.36

Ability to shift behaviors
Willingness to questions one’s own beliefs and
values
Acceptance of uncertainty
Ability to shift from accepting authority’s
knowledge to personal knowledge

6.45

4.09

6.45

3.82

6.64

3.64

7.55

3.45

Competency
Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even
if they differ from one’s own*
Flexibility in thinking*
Willingness to seek knowledge about other
cultures*
Ability to shift cognitive perspectives*

Willingness to reflect on ambiguity experienced
7.64
3.55
when relating to others
Note: *Top 4 competencies used for the remainder of the Phase One
Instrument Development.

Group responsibilities. Stage II Situation identification surveys were
sent via e-mail. Stage II Situation Identification initial and follow-up emails can
be found in Appendix N. The initial e-mail introduced the Stage II Situation
Identification responsibilities. The instruction sheet and survey were provided as
document attachments. Each group was sent two competencies and were
requested to provide one or two scenarios which might occur between individuals
from two cultures for each competency. Additional e-mail correspondence,
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including the instruction sheet and survey, was provided for those who did not
respond in a timely manner. Appendix N contains a copy of the Initial and followup e-mails for Stage II Situation Identification. Appendix O contains a copy of the
Instructions used for both groups. A copy of the Survey for both groups for Stage
II Situation Identification can be found in Appendix P.
Text fields were imbedded in each form which allowed the group members
to type directly into question-specific fields, and return it via e-mail to the
researcher. Upon receiving the initial e-mail, some participants expressed the
need for definitions of each competency. Based on this feedback, a follow-up email was sent and included a one-sentence explanation or definition of each
competency that were created in response to panel member requests. Table 3
contains the competency definitions sent to both groups for Stage II Situation
Identification.
Stage II situation identification findings. A total of 56 scenarios were
received from both groups. The researcher, as well as other graduate students
and faculty, evaluated all submitted scenarios and removed those which did not
contain a “problem” which could be identified or contained controversial moral,
religious, or political themes that were not necessarily culturally-based. In
addition, some of the situations were refined or reworded to clarify or to fit the
model that would be required to proceed to Stage III Situation Identification.
The pool of situations was eventually narrowed to a total of 37 scenarios:
Ability to shift cognitive perspectives–11 scenarios; Flexibility in thinking–8
scenarios; Willingness to accept other’s values as valid (even if they differ from
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one’s own)–11 scenarios; and Willingness to seek knowledge about other
cultures–7 scenarios.

Table 3
Competency Definitions Sent to Groups 1 and 2 for Stage II Situation
Identification
Competency
Ability to Shift Cognitive Perspectives

Definition
The ability to put oneself in another’s
position and understand how they
think.

Flexibility in Thinking

The ability for individuals to reevaluate their own thinking.

Willingness to accept others’ values
as valid (even if they differ from one’s
own)

The ability to accept a differing opinion
as tenable even though it may conflict
with personal beliefs.

Willingness to seek knowledge about
other cultures

The desire to learn more about how
other individuals or cultures live and
the norms that define their thoughts
and behaviors.

Stage III scenario development. The goal of Stage III Scenario
Development was to rate the scenarios which were developed from the situations
identified in Stage II Situation Identification and to determine what scenarios
were to be included in the initial form of the survey. The process for Stage III
Scenario Development follows.
Group responsibilities. Stage III Scenario Development surveys were
sent via e-mail. Appendix Q contains a copy of the Stage III Scenario
Development initial and follow-up e-mails. The initial e-mail introduced the Stage
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III Scenario Development responsibilities and the instruction sheet and survey
instrument were provided as document attachments. Appendix R contains a
copy of the Stage III Scenario Development Group 1 and Group 2 instructions
and Appendix S contains the survey form. The same two groups were
maintained from Stage II Situation Identification; however, each group was sent
the scenarios for the two competencies identified by the alternate group. A copy
of the provided scenarios for Stage III Scenario Development can be found in
Appendix T.
The group members were requested to read the provided scenarios and
indicate changes that they felt should be made to improve them. The group
members were then requested to indicate their level of agreement for the quality
of the scenario for the competency under which it was listed in which a “1”
indicated disagreement and a “5” indicated agreement. They were then
requested to provide any scenarios they felt should be added and were finally
asked to rank each scenario for strength of placement with “1” being the best
scenario and “2” for the next most important, and continuing until all scenarios
(including those they added) were ranked.
Stage III scenario development findings. By means of ranking and
rating, the top five scenarios for each competency were identified for inclusion in
the instrument. The data in Appendix U are presented to show the top five
scenarios identified for each competency.
Within Stage III Scenario Development, scenarios were created as though
the respondents would be evaluating an existing situation. In many of the
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scenarios, individual names were provided to the characters. While every effort
was made to choose general names, panel members indicated that the names
might encourage bias regarding gender or cultural heritage. The
recommendation was made to place the respondent as an active participant in
the scenarios as a more accurate reflection of intercultural maturity. All
scenarios were reworded to place respondents in the middle of the scenario and
responses for Stage IV Response Development were created to reflect how they
would act if they were in the situation. Because of this change, some of the
scenarios became more general in nature. Any indication of gender was
removed, except in questions where gender was a key component of the
scenario.
Upon completion of this task, two scenarios in Willingness to Seek
Knowledge about Other Cultures (scenarios 2 and 3) were deemed so close in
nature that they were combined. To ensure that each competency had five
scenarios, the next scenario deemed most appropriate by the groups, based on
having the next highest rating and lowest ranking, became scenario 5.
Stage IV response development. The goal of Stage IV Response
Development was to create and validate accurate answers for the scenarios
created in Stage III Scenario Development which corresponded to King and
Baxter Magolda’s (2005) stages of development (Initial, Intermediate, and
Mature). The process utilized for Stage IV Response Development follows.
Group responsibilities. Possible responses were created by the
researcher, with the assistance of other graduate students who met in a weekly
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study session. Each response was worded to include a response which
coincided with an action that would be chosen by a person in one of the three
stages of development (Initial, Intermediate, and Mature).
Each of the four competencies had five scenarios with three possible
responses. Because a large time commitment that would be required if the
scenarios from two of the competencies were sent to each group, the two groups
were split into four groups, with each group having 6-7 panel members.
Geocultural world division representation was maintained as closely as possible;
however, due to the numbers, each of the four groups did not have equal
representation of the eight geocultural world divisions.
Each group (1-4) was sent an e-mail outlining the responsibilities for Stage
IV Response Development and an instruction sheet. Appendix V contains a
copies of the Stage IV Response Development initial and follow-up e-mails. The
instructions for Groups 1-4 are found in Appendix W.

Along with the e-mail and

instruction sheet, each group received a survey with the top five scenarios for
one of the competencies. See Appendix X for a copy of the survey sent to each
group.
The survey contained interactive check and text boxes, which allowed the
participants to download the instrument, complete it, and return it to the
researcher via email. Within the survey, respondents were asked to rate each
response for clarity and appropriate placement in the developmental level. Both
clarity and appropriate placement were rated on a Likert-type scale, with clarity
ranging from 1 = Very Unclear to 5 = Very Clear and appropriate placement
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ranging from 1 = Very Inappropriate to 5 = Very Appropriate. They were also
provided an interactive text box under each response where they could provide
feedback or comments about the question or the survey in general.
Because of the complexity of the questionnaire, occasionally a response
was left blank. When this occurred, the researcher attempted to contact the
participant to determine the intended response. If this information was not
available, blank responses were counted as a “3” (neutral) so as not to skew the
results of the survey.
Stage IV response development findings. Overall, respondents agreed
with the clarity and appropriate placement of responses. No response had a
mean less than 3.43 on clarity and 3.00 on appropriate placement. While the
responses were positive, suggestions for clarity and improvement were provided
by those who responded. Identification of misspellings and changes in word
usage were the majority of suggestions.
Final Instrument Creation
A draft version of the instrument was entered into an online program,
Qualtrics. Sixteen graduate students in Math Education, Adult Education, and
Higher Education were asked to complete the instrument, taking special notice of
any typos, misspellings, grammar, and unclear instructions. Thirteen participants
were provided the link and three were provided a downloaded paper-and-pencil
version of the instrument and given the same verbal instructions.
Any provided feedback was addressed and a corrected clean version was
created. This “pilot” version was sent to the Phase One panel members.
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Nineteen of the original 30 panel participants chose to take the instrument they
had helped create. In addition, they were asked as their final responsibility, to
provide feedback including identifying any grammatical, spelling, or typing issues.
No issues were identified during this step. A new clean version was created and
a link was assigned by the online program, Qualtrics for actual use in the Phase
Two Instrument Validation portion of the study. Appendix Y contains a copy of
the final version of the instrument in Word format.
Phase Two Instrument Validation
The initial stage of this study was the development of an instrument to
measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity and consisted of four
stages: competency identification, situation identification, scenario development,
and answer and performance rating development. In the second phase of this
study, multiple methods were used to recruit participants for the research.
For the second phase of the research, individuals who could act as
intermediaries were recruited. These individuals passed the instrument link
along to others whom the researcher would not know, but who might be willing to
participate in the research. By utilizing intermediaries, confidentiality could be
maintained and the instrument could be passed along to regions of the world for
which the researcher might not have had easy access.
The initial e-mail contained only text and the link to the online instrument.
Appendix Z contains a copy of the e-mail correspondence sent to intermediaries.
These individuals were asked to take the instrument and send it along to others
they knew who might be willing to participate in the research. Some
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intermediaries reported that because the letter was very generic, it was being
flagged as “spam” by prospective participants or their internet carriers. To
provide a more professional look, a graphic was created which contained the
University of South Florida logo, IRB approval number, link to the instrument, QR
code, and a short description of the study being conducted. Appendix AA
contains a copy of the graphic.
Intermediaries included superintendents of international schools,
academic managers of American universities abroad, University of South Florida
international student organizations, adult education professionals, managers of
international alumni associations, managers of international student
organizations, international academic organizations, international nonacademic
cultural organizations, adult education graduate students, executive-level
managers in multi-national corporations, and the initial panel of participants. On
some occasions, individuals who had completed the instrument became
intermediaries-by-choice by sending the link out en mass to others they knew.
To assist intermediaries, the researcher also printed business cards with the link
and QR code which could be passed out to prospective participants. Appendix
AB includes a copy of the created business card.
In addition to e-mails, the graphic and an invitation were posted on
multiple social networking sites, including personal and professional Facebook
and LinkedIn pages. On several occasions, the link was provided to recipients
who chose to share it with others they knew. The graphic and wording of the
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invitation were identical in nature to the e-mails sent to intermediaries (see
Appendix Z).
Final Instrument Design
Between February 3, 2014 and April 4, 2014, the survey was active.
Because of the anonymity of the research, an approved IRB consent statement
was included on the first screen of the study. Respondents were provided the
required information approved through the USF IRB, they were to read the
instruction, click that they understood their rights, and agree to participate before
being allowed to move onto the next screen.
Participation was anonymous, voluntary, and uncompensated. Those who
initiated participation were able to cease their participation simply by closing the
survey. Qualtrics was set up to retain partially completed surveys for a period of
one-week. Participants who did not complete the instrument had the opportunity
within seven days from initializing the survey to resume where they left off as
long as they followed the link from the same IP address. After one week, if the
survey had not been completed, it was deleted by the Qualtrics program,
allowing the participant to start over if they desired. Because of this functionality,
100% participation was recorded. It is unknown how many of the participants
began the survey and returned to finish it or how many partial responses were
deleted.
The 32-item survey was divided into two sections: 8-12 demographic
questions (changed based on respondent answers) and 20 culturally responsive
questions focused on the cognitive domain of Intercultural Maturity. The 20
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culturally-responsive questions were comprised of five questions for each of the
four domains defined in phase one of this research: a) ability to shift cognitive
perspectives; b) flexibility in thinking; c) willingness to accept others’ values as
valid (even if they differ from one’s own); d) willingness to seek knowledge about
other cultures.
The computer program was formatted to provide a specific number of
questions one page at a time, which had to be completed in entirety before
proceeding to the next page. The demographic portion consisted of 4-6 pages
which were shortened or lengthened based on the responses made by the
respondents. Two questions, Have you ever LIVED (spent continuous months or
years) outside your home region? and Have you ever VISITED (spent days or
weeks) outside your home region? prompted additional questions. Respondents
who answered “Yes” were provided two additional questions asking in what
geocultural regions they had lived or visited and the length of time outside their
home region. Respondents who answered “No” to either of the questions were
not provided the additional questions.
The culturally responsive questions consisted of five pages, each page
containing one question from each of the four domains. Because the program
did not allow respondents to move through the instrument without answering all
questions, no missing data were recorded.
Data Collection and Analysis
All data were collected through the web-based survey at
www.qualtrics.com and stored on the password-protected Qualtrics website. The
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data contained no personal identifying information; however, all information
utilized in the analysis of the research was downloaded to an external, passwordprotected hard drive. Access to the data was restricted to the principal
researcher, co-investigator, and if requested, University of South Florida IRB
personnel. The principal researcher was required by IRB standards to maintain
records of the research for a period of five years from the completion of the
research. After the mandatory retention period, all data will be deleted and the
Qualtrics account will be deactivated. Data collected in Phase Two Instrument
Validation were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics through the
statistical software package Statistical Analysis System (SAS), version 9.3.
Descriptive statistics. According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007),
“descriptive statistics are mathematical techniques for organizing and
summarizing a set of numerical data” (p. 132). In short, descriptive statistics
provide the researcher the opportunity to see patterns and provide a way of
understanding raw data. In this study, the following descriptive statistics were
utilized: frequency, percentages, mean, median, mode, skewness, kurtosis, and
standard deviation. In addition to descriptive statistics on the responses,
descriptive statistics on the participants were generated including the three
research variables, the participants’ age, geocultural world division identification,
and length of time living abroad.
Validity. In the 1999 Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing, “Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the
interpretation of test scores entailed by proposed uses of tests” (American
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Educational Research Association, 1999, p. 9). Content and construct validity
were analyzed in this research.
Content Validity. Content Validity is defined as the “extent to which
inferences from a test’s scores accurately reflect the concept or conceptual
domain that a test is claimed to measure” (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003, p. 621).
Within this research, content validity was achieved through the use of panels of
experts in Phase One Instrument Development who defined and created all
aspects of the instrument. Specifically, the panel of experts created the
instrument in Phase One Instrument Development by identifying the domains
which existed within the construct being measured (Stage I Competency
Identification), identifying the competencies to be measured within each of
identified four domains (Stage II Situation Identification), creating scenarios to
measure each competency (Stage III Scenario Development), and validating
answers related to each level of development for each scenario (Stage IV
Response Development).
Construct validity. Validity in test construction is a term used to
determine how accurate items on an assessment tests for the latent variable it
was designed to measure called construct validity. A well-accepted method of
testing for construct validity is through the use of factor analysis. According to
Thompson and Daniel (1996), “factor analysis and construct validity have long
ben associate with each other” (p. 197). In order to answer research question 1,
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to determine if the questions were
testing for one construct or multiple constructs.
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Thompson and Daniel (1996) explained that “EFA [exploratory factor
analysis] isolates factor structures without consideration of the theoretical
expectations of the researcher, even when such expectations are available” (p.
197). In short, EFA allows the data to dictate the number of factors.
An additional goal of EFA is to determine “the portion of a test’s variance
that is associated with variance on the common factors” (Crocker & Algina, 2006,
p. 295) or the communality. This number indicates a proportion “of total variance
that is reliable, or equivalently, it is the reliability of the test scores” (Crocker &
Algina, 2006, p. 295).
Reliability. Reliability refers to the consistency of assessment scores
across different populations. The goal of this research was to create an
assessment that was non-US/American centric. In order to do this, the
assessment was given to individuals who represented eight geocultural world
divisions, which meant that group homogeneity was not strong. In order to test
the reliability of the scores received from this assessment, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient scores was used to reveal if respondents responded in similar manner
(Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007) and to analyze what relationship, if any, existed
between years lived abroad and scores on the instrument.
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). In order to test the research hypotheses,
a series of analysis of variances (ANOVA) were conducted. An ANOVA is used
to “compare the amount of between-groups variance in individuals’ scores with
the amount of within-group variance” (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 318). In an
ANOVA, an F ratio is generated, which indicates if a difference in scores is
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significant. ANOVAs were utilized in this research to determine if differences
existed between different groups. Scheffe’s test was used when the variable
being tested had two levels, specifically gender. Tukey’s test was utilized when
multiple factor level means were compared, specifically geocultural world division
identification.
Summary
This chapter detailed the steps utilized within this study to design, validate,
and analyze an instrument to measure the cognitive domain of Intercultural
Maturity (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005). The four stages of Phase One
Instrument Development was discussed which included Stage I Competency
Identification, Stage II Situation Identification, Stage III Scenario Development,
and Stage IV Response Development. Within the discussion of each stage in
Phase One Instrument Development, panel or group member responsibilities
were outlined and findings were reviewed. This process lead to an explanation
of the process by which a draft instrument was created for preparation for use in
Phase Two Instrument Validation. Finally, Phase Two Instrument Validation,
including the final survey instrumentation, as well as data collection and analysis
were detailed.
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Chapter Four
Findings
The purpose of this research was to develop and validate an instrument to
measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity utilizing scenarios. This
chapter presents the study participant demographics, the final statistical results
and discusses the objectives and research questions.
Research Objectives
The following research objectives guided this study:
1. Development of a protocol for use in determining what traits exist in
the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity competence.
2. Development of appropriate scenario questions that mirror the
cognitive domain described in King and Baxter Magolda’s
Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
3. Development of a performance rating scale that mirrors the cognitive
domain described in the Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
4. Provide evidence of construct validity by gathering data through the
utilization of the instrument.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1. What are the number and nature of constructs in the cognitive domain
of intercultural maturity?
2. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on gender?
3. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on geocultural world
division?
4. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on years lived abroad?
Research Hypotheses
1. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by gender.
2. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by geocultural
world division.
3. There will be a statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by years lived
abroad.
Study Participants
A minimum of 20 respondents from each region was sought through
intermediaries, e-mail, social networking sites, and other contacts for Phase Two
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Instrument Validation. Participants used in Phase One Instrument Development
are discussed in Chapter 3. While 20 respondents from each region was the
stated goal for Phase Two Instrument Validation, no one was refused the
opportunity to complete the instrument. A total of 371 individuals participated in
Phase Two Instrument Validation of this research. Because this research was
conducted in North America, participants from this region were more readily
available, and comprised the largest group. Identifying participants from South
Pacific/Polynesia posed a difficulty and thus, they were the smallest group.
Table 4 provides the number and percentage of respondents by self-reported
home region.

Table 4
Numbers and Percentages of Respondents by Self-reported Home Region
Self-reported
Home Region
Asia
Caribbean
Europe
Middle East
North America
South/Latin America
South Pacific/Polynesia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Total
N = 371

Participants
n
31
33
45
23
157
40
20
22
371

Participants
%
8.36
8.89
12.13
6.20
42.32
10.78
5.39
5.93
100.00

While the demographic questionnaire requested information regarding the
respondent’s country of birth and their current country of residence, an
explanation for the reason for identifying with that region was not requested. In
some instances, the country of birth or residence did not appear to be related to
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the region with which the respondent identified. Because participants were not
asked why they identified with the region they chose, all responses were counted
as valid, even if they did not appear to align.
Of the 371 participants, more females completed the instrument (n = 244,
65.77%) than males (n = 127, 34.23%). Overall, each geocultural world division
had more females than males, except for the Sub-Saharan African region, which
had more males than females. Table 5 illustrates the numbers and percentages
of males and females within each self-reported home region.

Table 5
Numbers and Percentages of Male and Female Respondents by Self-reported
Home Region
Self-reported
Home Region
Asia
Caribbean
Europe
Middle East
North America
S/Latin America
S Pacific/Polynesia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Total

Males
n
10
3
16
9
54
15
7
13
127

%
32.26
9.09
35.56
39.13
34.39
37.50
35.00
59.09
34.23

Females
n
%
21
67.42
30
90.91
29
64.44
14
60.87
103
65.61
25
62.50
13
65.00
9
40.91
244
65.77

n
31
33
45
23
157
40
20
22
371

Total
%
8.36
8.89
12.12
6.20
42.32
10.78
5.39
5.93
100.00

Similar percentages of females and males reported living abroad. Table
6 provides the specific numbers of those who had reported living abroad and
those who had not by gender. A t test showed no significant difference between
the time lived abroad and gender (F(1, 369) = 0.00), which meant that the time
spent abroad by gender was not significantly different.
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Most participants (n = 234, 63.07%) reported living abroad for some period
of time, while 36.93% (n = 137) reported living only in their home culture. Those
who had lived abroad reported living a few months to 45 years, with a mean
reported time lived abroad at 7.81 years.

Table 6
Numbers and Percentages of Respondents Who Reported Living Abroad by
Gender
Lived Abroad
n
%
Males
83
35.50
Females
151
64.50
Total
234
100.00
Note: F(1, 369) = 0.00
Gender

Not Lived Abroad
n
%
44
32.12
93
67.88
137
100.00

Total
n
127
244
371

Seven of the eight regions had respondents who reported living some time
abroad and those who had never lived outside their home region. Only one
region, Sub-Saharan Africa, was represented only by people who had lived
abroad. All 22 respondents from this region reported living outside their home
regions for some period of time.
In response to living abroad, only two regions had more individuals who
had not lived outside their home region than had lived abroad. The Caribbean
and North America had 66.67% (n = 89) and 56.69% (n = 22) respectively of their
participants who had not lived abroad. Table 7 provides the number and
percentages of respondents living abroad by geocultural world division.
Reported ages of the respondents ranged from 18-80 years of age, with
the mean age being 39.93 years and a mode of 28 years (17 respondents).
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Almost every year of incremental age from 18-80 years was represented by at
least one individual, with the exception of the ages of 68, 74, and 79. The region
with the youngest mean age was the Caribbean (n = 33, X = 26.64) and the
region with the oldest mean age was North America (n = 157, X = 45.44). Table
8 provides mean age by self-reported home region.

Table 7
Numbers and Percentages of Respondents Living Abroad by Self-reported Home
Region
Self-reported
Home Region
Asia
Caribbean
Europe
Middle East
North America
S/Latin America
S Pacific/Polynesia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Total

Lived Abroad
n
%
24
77.42
11
33.33
36
80.00
21
91.30
68
43.31
38
95.00
14
70.00
22
100.00
234
63.07

Not Lived Abroad
n
%
7
22.58
22
66.67
9
20.00
2
8.70
89
56.69
2
5.00
6
30.00
0
0.00
137
36.93

Total
n
31
33
45
23
157
40
20
22
371

Analysis of Research Objectives
Four research objectives guided this study. Objectives 1- 3 were
addressed through Phase One Instrument Development of the research. The
development of a protocol to determine what competencies existed in the
cognitive domain of Intercultural Maturity was achieved in Stage I Competency
Identification (Objective 1); situations were created in Stage II Situation
Identification; scenario questions were created in Stage III Scenario
Development (Objective 2); and answers for each question were created in
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Stage IV Response Development (Objective 3). The fourth research objective
was addressed through the validation of the instrument and involved testing the
existing instrument for validity and reliability.

Table 8
Mean Age of Respondents by Self-reported Home Region
Participants
Mean Age
n
years
Asia
31
35.55
Caribbean
33
26.64
Europe
45
38.56
Middle East
23
36.70
North America
157
45.44
South/Latin America
40
34.63
South Pacific/Polynesia
20
44.35
Sub-Saharan Africa
22
38.86
Note: Overall mean age of respondents = 39.93 years.

SD

Home Region

12.43
11.16
12.32
11.86
14.62
11.43
13.93
13.34

Validity. In the 1999 Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing, “Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the
interpretation of test scores entailed by proposed uses of tests” (American
Educational Research Association, 1999, p. 9). Content and construct validity
were analyzed in this research.
Content Validity. Within this research, content validity was achieved
through the use of panels of experts in Phase One Instrument Development who
defined and created all aspects of the instrument. Specifically, the panel of
experts created the instrument in Phase One Instrument Development by
identifying the domains which existed within the construct being measured
(Stage I Competency Identification), identifying the competencies to be
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measured within each of identified four domains (Stage II Situation Identification),
creating scenarios to measure each competency (Stage III Scenario
Development), and validating answers related to each level of development for
each scenario (Stage IV Response Development).
Construct Validity. Construct Validity measures how accurate items on
an assessment test for the latent variable they were designed to measure. A
well-accepted method of testing for construct validity is through the use of a
variable reduction technique. The goal of using exploratory factor analysis was
to identify the underlying factors related to the 20 cultural scenarios created in
Phase One of the research.
Only one scenario lacked the variability to be included in the analysis. For
question 1, no respondents chose the response which would have indicated an
initial stage of development. This question was eliminated for the remainder of
the analysis. Appendix AC contains the frequency distribution, means, and
standard deviations of the 20 scenario-based questions. Promax rotation was
utilized and a factor analysis was conducted with four factors and another was
conducted without any limitations on the number of factors.
Hatcher (1996) indicated that there are four criteria that need to be met
when interpreting criteria in exploratory factor analysis: a) Do at least three
questions with significant loadings on each factor identified? b) Do the questions
that load on each factor share a common theme or meaning? c) Do the
questions that load on each factor differ from those loading on other factors? d)
Is a simple structure indicated?
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Because the instrument was created under the assumption that four
factors existed, an initial analysis was conducted in SAS 9.3 using an Nfactor of
4, which forced the program to create a four-factor model. Using Hatcher’s
criterion (1996), each question was analyzed to determine the factors on which
they would load. For the sake of this analysis, significance was determined to be
a factor pattern (Standardized Regression Coefficient) greater than 0.25 and
near-zero factor patterns on the other factors.
Within the four-factor model, only nine questions loaded significantly on a
factor. Within factor 1, questions 12 (.30), 15 (.27), 18 (.41) loaded significantly;
factor 2, questions 11 (.41) and 16 (.34) loaded; factor 3, questions 10 (.45) and
20 (.33); and factor 4, questions 3 (.42) and 19 (.33). Appendix AD contains the
pattern loading matrix for the four-factor model.
Using Hatcher’s criterion (1996), the following was observed. Each factor
did not have at least three loadings, indicating that the four-factor model was not
the best fit for the data. The factors are related since they are all components of
the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity; it would be expected that the
questions would also be related in some way. However, within the four-factor
model, the questions did not load in a manner that was expected through the
through the creation of the initial instrument.
Due to the inconsistent manner by which the factors loaded, an unfettered
analysis was conducted, which yielded 3 factors and 12 significant questions.
The eigen values of the three-factor model indicated that the first factor
contributed to 69% of the variance, the second factor 30%, and the third 24%.
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The factor pattern coefficients were only somewhat similar to the initial model
with only some of the significant questions loading together as projected. Due to
factor patterns, questions 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 13, 17 did not load significantly on one
factor and, therefore, were eliminated. Table 9 illustrates the factor loadings for
these questions. Appendix AE contains the pattern loading matrix for the
complete four-factor model.

Table 9
Pattern Loadings for Questions That Did Not Load Strongly on One Factor
Question
Factor
Factor
Factor
#
1
2
3
Q 3
0.246
0.212
-0.172
Q 5
0.194
0.098
-0.059
Q 6
0.025
-0.001
-0.137
Q 8
0.240
0.156
0.060
Q 9
-0.050
0.249
0.148
Q13
0.103
-0.049
0.181
Q17
0.154
0.087
0.024
Note. Numbers in the table are Standardized Regression Coefficients

Factor 1 contained five items (questions 7, 12, 14, 15, 18). Of those that
loaded onto Factor 1, one question (7) was created as a variable related to
Flexibility (Flex). Two questions (15, 18) were created as variables of
Willingness to Seek Knowledge about other cultures (Seek). And two questions
(12, 19) were designed to represent the Willingness to Shift Cognitive
Perspectives (Cog).
All five questions (7, 12, 14, 15, 18) appear to share one component,
which is that each question showed a willingness on the part of the participant to
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make the other culture’s traditions more important than their own to create
harmony, even when the difference appears to be unclear or ambiguous. For
this reason, this Factor 1 was tentatively labeled Ambiguity. Table 10 presents
the pattern loadings for the questions which loaded onto Factor 1, Ambiguity.

Table 10
Pattern loadings for Questions loading onto Factor 1 (Ambiguity)
Question
Factor
Factor
Factor
#
1
2
3
Q 7
0.295
0.065
0.121
Q12
0.288
-0.062
0.058
Q14
0.287
-0.133
0.173
Q15
0.308
0.092
-0.072
Q18
0.381
-0.126
0.064
Note. Numbers in the table are Standardized Regression Coefficients

Factor 2 contained four items (4, 10, 19, 20). Two questions (10, 20) were
designed to be related to Flexibility (Flex). One question (4) was expected to
belong to Seek Knowledge about Other Cultures (Seek). And one question (19)
was expected to represent the Willingness to Shift Cognitive Perspectives (Cog).
The three questions (10, 19, 20) that loaded Factor 2 all shared the component
of changing one’s behavior to make another comfortable when differences were
understood, which fits the concept of acclimating to one’s environment. As such,
the second factor was labeled Acclimation. Table 11 presents the pattern
loadings for the questions which loaded onto for Factor 2, Acclimation.
Factor 3 contained three items (2, 11, 16). Two questions (2, 16) were
expected to represent Willingness to Accept Others’ Values as Valid (Valid).
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One item (11) was created to represent Seek Knowledge about Other Cultures
(Seek). The questions comprising Factor 3 all shared the component of
accepting differences between one’s home culture and another’s culture. Thus,
Factor 3 was labeled Acceptance. Table 12 presents the pattern loadings for
Factor 3, Acceptance.

Table 11
Pattern Loadings for Questions Loading Onto Factor 2 (Acclimation)
Question
Factor
Factor
Factor
#
1
2
3
Q 4
-0.068
0.312
0.068
Q10
0.017
0.346
-0.008
Q19
0.120
0.340
-0.055
Q20
0.032
0.354
0.154
Note. Numbers in the table are Standardized Regression Coefficients

Table 12
Pattern Loadings for Questions Loading Onto Factor 3 (Acceptance)
Question
Factor
Factor
Factor
#
1
2
3
Q 2
-0.006
0.068
0.320
Q11
-0.018
0.061
0.372
Q16
0.012
0.150
0.309
Note. Numbers in the table are Standardized Regression Coefficients

An additional goal of EFA is to determine “the portion of a test’s variance
that is associated with variance on the common factors” (Crocker & Algina, 2006,
p. 295) or the communality. This number indicates a proportion “of total variance
that is reliable, or equivalently, it is the reliability of the test scores” (Crocker &
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Algina, 2006, p. 295). Communality coefficients indicate the proportion of
variance that can be attributed to a common factor. Low communality numbers
indicate that other factors are acting upon the variable which can be attributed to
measurement error or other factors which may not be accounted for in the
instrument or research. Table 13 indicates the question, factor patterns, and
communality coefficients for the three-factor final model and relation to initial
domain creation. Using Hatcher’s interpretability criteria (1996), the three-factor
model containing 12 questions meets the initial criteria of containing at least
three questions per factor.
Because the factors that load together have a similar conceptual meaning
assumption two in Hatcher’s (1996) interpretability criteria is met. Assumption 3
of Hatcher’s interpretability criteria is difficult to prove conceptually as all the
questions are related in that they describe a larger conceptual model in relation
to Intercultural Maturity. However, by ensuring that each of the questions do
relate to each Factor, but differ statistically, assumption 3 was met.
Assumption 4 was met through the solid loading of each question on a
factor. However, many factor loadings were rather small, possibly indicating a
relationship outside the model. Hatcher’s (1996) assumption assumes that a
simple structure exists, which ensures that each question loads significantly on
only one factor. The relatively small pattern coefficients may indicate mediating
factors that were not accounted for in the research.
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Table 13
Factor Pattern Coefficients and Communalities Based on Exploratory Factor
Analysis and Relation to Initial Domain Creation
Question
Factor
Factor
Factor
Initial
Ambiguity Acclimation Acceptance
#
Comma
Domainb
2
.320
.114
Valid
4
.311
.103
Seek
7
.295
.129
Flex
10
.346
.121
Flex
11
.372
.148
Seek
12
.288
.088
Cog
14
.286
.125
Cog
15
.308
.109
Shift
16
.308
.137
Valid
18
.381
.153
Seek
19
.340
.140
Cog
20
.354
.176
Flex
Note. N = 371
aComm = Communality.
bDomains identified in Phase One Instrument Development: Valid = Willingness
to Accept Others’ Values as Valid. Flex = Flexibility. Cog = Ability to Shift
Cognitive Perspectives. Seek = Willingness to Seek Knowledge About Other
Cultures.

Reliability. Reliability refers to the consistency of assessment scores
across different populations. The goal of this research was to create an
assessment that was non-US/American centric. In order to do this, the
assessment was given to individuals who represented eight geocultural world
divisions, thus group homogeneity was not strong. In order to test the reliability
of the scores received from this assessment, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient scores
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were used to determine if respondents responded in a similar manner (Gall, Gall,
& Borg, 2007).
The relationships between the 19 initial questions (Question 1 was
eliminated due to lack of variability in responses) were calculated. Internal
validity of .52 was found, which was well below the recommended value of .70
(Hatcher, 1996, p. 329). In an attempt to improve internal consistency and
validity, exploratory factor analysis was conducted. The results yielded a 12item, 3-factor instrument as a best fit for the data. Cronbach’s alpha was then
conducted on the three-factor model, which yielded an alpha coefficient of .29.
See Table 14 for the correlation coefficients and reliability estimates for the threefactor model.

Table 14
Correlation Coefficients and Reliability Estimates for the Three-factor Model
SD
Variables
Mean
1
2
3
1. Ambiguity
12.77
1.63
(.26)
2. Acclimation
9.98
1.44
.10
(.22)
3. Acceptance
7.88
1.21
.13
.15 (.18)
Note: N = 371. Numbers in parenthesis are reliability estimates.
An overall alpha coefficient of .29 indicated that approximately 29% of the
“total score variance is due to true score variance” (Crocker & Algina, 2006, p.
295) and was well below the recommended value of .70. Such a variance also
indicated that this instrument may not be measuring the intended construct or
that mediating factors, not controlled for in this research, impacted the overall
scores of the instrument.
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Analysis of the Research Questions
Four research questions were identified in this research. Question 1
(What are the number and nature of constructs in the cognitive domain?) was
addressed in Phase One Instrument Development, Stage 1 Competency
Identification. Questions 2-4 were addressed in Phase Two Instrument
Validation.
Gender. To answer research question 2, an Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) using Scheffe’s Test was conducted by gender on the total scores
(Total), as well as the three competencies (Ambiguity, Acclimation, and
Acceptance). One competency (Acclimation) was the only factor that reflected a
significance by gender (F(1,369) = 8.50, p<.05). However, Question 10
contained content where gender was the primary cultural issue. Question 10
was not the only scenario that included gender as the key issue; the competency,
Acceptance, also contained a gender-related question, which indicated no
significance by gender. Table 15 contains the results of the ANOVA test for
Gender for Ambiguity, Acclimation, Acceptance, and Total.
To determine what question(s) might contribute to the significance, a
series of ANOVA’s using Scheffe’s Test were conducted on each question.
Question 10 (F(1,369) = 4.13, p<.05) and question 19 (F(1,369) = 5.32, p<.05)
indicated that there was significance based on gender. The means of both
questions indicated that females scored higher than males.
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Table 15
Results of an ANOVA Test for Ambiguity, Acclimation, Acceptance, and Total for
the Variable Gender
Source

df

Sum of
Squares

Ambiguity
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1
369
370

0.99
980.53
981.53

Acclimation
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1
369
370

Acceptance
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Note. N = 371

F ratio

F
probab.
(sig.)

0.99
2.66

0.37

0.5418

17.24
748.66
765.90

17.24
2.03

8.50

0.0038

1
369
370

0.20
542.58
542.78

0.20
1.47

0.13

0.7142

1
369
370

7.36
2836.52
2843.88

1.36
7.69

0.96

0.3286

Mean of
Squares

Geocultural world divisions. To answer Question 3, an Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) using Tukey’s test was conducted by home region for the
total score (Total), as well as each of the three identified competencies
(Ambiguity, Acclimation, and Acceptance). Tukey’s tests were conducted on the
means of pairs of the variables, in this case by two geocultural regions at a time.
Pairwise comparisons that do not yield confidence intervals that include 0 are
considered significant at the p<.05 level. Only the competency, Ambiguity, did
not show a significance by home region (F(7, 363) = 1.72), indicating that there
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was no significant difference in the way that any region answered the questions
within that domain. Table 16 contains the results of the ANOVA test for
Ambiguity, Acclimation, Acceptance and Total.

Table 16
Results of an ANOVA Test for Ambiguity, Acclimation, Acceptance, and Total for
Variable Geocultural World Division Identification
Source

df

Sum of
Squares

Ambiguity
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

7
363
370

31.55
949.97
981.53

Acclimation
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

7
363
370

Acceptance
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Note. N = 371

F ratio

F
probab.
(sig.)

4.05
2.62

1.72

0.1025

42.38
723.53
765.90

6.05
1.99

3.04

0.0041

7
363
370

60.71
482.07
542.78

8.67
1.33

6.53

<0.0001

7
363
370

211.51
2632.37
2843.88

30.22
7.25

4.17

0.0002

Mean of
Squares

Acclimation (F(7,363) = 3.04, p<.05), Acceptance (F(7,363) = 6.53, p<.05),
and Total (F(7,363) = 4.17, p<.05) all indicated that there was a significant
difference in the way questions were answered between regions. For the
competency, Acclimation, two interactions were significantly different (p<.05).
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The comparisons between individuals from the Middle East were significantly
different than those from South Pacific/Polynesia and North America.
Significance in the Tukey tests indicated that one group, in this case, the
respondents identifying themselves as Middle Eastern, scored less than those
identifying themselves as North American and South Pacific/Polynesian. The
relationships indicating significance (p<.05) are shown in Table 17.

Table 17
Results of Tukey Tests Indicating Significance for Competency Acclimation
Comparisona

Difference
Between
Means
1.137*
1.370*

Simultaneous 95%
confidence limits
Lower

Upper

North America – Middle East
0.176
2.098
South Pacific/ Polynesia -- Middle East
0.054
2.686
Note. N = 371
aDifferences were computed by subtracting the mean for the second group from
the mean for the first group.
*Tukey test indicated that the difference between the means was significant at
p<.05.

For the competency, Acceptance, six interactions were significant. All
interactions occurred between the Caribbean and all other regions, except SubSaharan Africa. In all interactions, participants from the Caribbean scored less
than those from Asia, Europe, Middle East, North America, South/Latin America,
and South Pacific/Polynesia. Table 18 provides information regarding the results
of Tukey Tests for the competency Acceptance.
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Table 18
Results of Tukey Tests Indicating Significance for Competency Acceptance
Comparisona

Difference
Between
Means
1.404*
1.398*
1.242*
1.204*
1.417*
1.242*

Simultaneous 95%
confidence limits
Lower

Upper

Asia – Caribbean
0.525
2.282
Europe – Caribbean
0.593
2.203
Middle East – Caribbean
0.288
2.197
North America – Caribbean
0.531
1.877
South/Latin America – Caribbean
0.591
2.243
South Pacific/Polynesia – Caribbean
0.247
2.238
Note. N = 371
aDifferences were computed by subtracting the mean for the second group from
the mean for the first group.
*Tukey test indicated that the difference between the means was significant at
p<.05.
Four interactions existed in the total (Total) scores. Overall scores from
Caribbean participants were lower than those from Europe, South/Pacific
Polynesia and North America. A significant interaction existed between North
America and the Middle East, with the mean Middle Eastern participants’ scores
being lower than those of their North American counterparts. Table 19 provides
information regarding the results of Tukey Tests for total scores (Total).
Years lived abroad. Initially, to determine if living abroad impacted the
scores of participants, an ANOVA was conducted with the variable lived abroad,
in which respondents answered “Yes” or “No” to the question, “Have you ever
LIVED (spent continuous months or years) outside your home region?” by total
(Total) score, and each of the three competencies (Ambiguity, Acclimation, and
Acceptance). Only the competency, Acceptance,
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exhibited a significance (F(1,369) = 4.49, p<.05). According to this statistic,
those who indicated they had lived abroad showed a significantly higher score
(X = 7.98) on the questions than those who indicated that they had not lived
outside their home region (X = 7.71). However, it should be noted that no
significance was indicated for overall scores. This would seem to indicate that
living abroad was not a mediating factor in how participants responded to the
scenarios.

Table 19
Results of Tukey Tests Indicating Significance for Total Scores (Total)
Difference
Between
Means
2.200*
2.450*
2.121*
1.904*

Comparisona

Simultaneous 95%
confidence limits
Lower

Upper

Europe – Caribbean
0.318
4.082
South Pacific/Polynesia – Caribbean
0.124
4.777
North America – Caribbean
0.549
3.693
North America – Middle East
0.071
3.737
Note. N = 371
a
Differences were computed by subtracting the mean for the second group from
the mean for the first group.
*Tukey test indicated that the difference between the means was significant at
p<.05.

To further investigate the relationship between scores and years lived
abroad, correlations between years lived abroad and total scores (Total) and the
three competencies (Ambiguity, Acclimation, and Acceptance) were conducted.
Pearson Correlation Coefficients indicated that a minimal correlation existed
between Total (r = 0.03, n = 371, p = 0.551), Ambiguity (r = 0.01, n = 371, p =
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0.907), Acclimation (r = .01, n = 371, p = 0.416), or Acceptance (r = 0.01,
n = 371, p = 0.810). These scores would indicate that living outside one’s home
region for extended or progressively longer time periods did not have a mediating
effect on scores.
Summary
This research created an instrument to measure the cognitive domain of
Intercultural Maturity (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005). Exploratory factor analysis
yielded a 12-item, 3-factor model (Ambiguity, Acclimation, and Acceptance)
which was found to have poor reliability. Overall, gender, having lived abroad,
and time lived abroad were not significant mediating factors. Some home region
identifications exhibited differences in scores.
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Chapter Five
Summary, Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations
The purpose of this research was to develop and validate an instrument to
measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity utilizing scenarios. The
parts of this chapter are: Summary of Study, Conclusions, Implications, and
Recommendations.
Research Objectives
The following research objectives guided this study:
1. Development of a protocol for use in determining what traits exist in
the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity competence.
2. Development of appropriate scenario questions that mirror the
cognitive domain described in King and Baxter Magolda’s
Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
3. Development of a performance rating scale that mirrors the cognitive
domain described in the Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
4. Provide evidence of construct validity by gathering data through the
utilization of the instrument.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1. What are the number and nature of constructs in the cognitive domain
of intercultural maturity?
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2. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on gender?
3. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on geocultural world
division?
4. Are there differences in the scores on the instrument measuring the
cognitive domain of intercultural maturity based on years lived abroad?
Research Hypotheses
1. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by gender.
2. There will be no statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by geocultural
world division.
3. There will be a statistical difference in the scores of the instrument
measuring the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity by years lived
abroad.
Summary of Study
Through a two-phase process and instrument was created to measure the
cognitive domain of Intercultural Maturity (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005). The
first phase involved expert panels who identified the competencies which exist in
the cognitive domain, identified situations which might exist between individuals
from different cultures, validated scenarios created from the identified situations,
and created responses which corresponded to the developmental levels defined
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in the Developmental Theory of Intercultural Maturity (King & Baxter Magolda,
2005). Within the second phase, the created instrument was administered to
individuals representing the geocultural world divisions delineated in this
research (Asia, Caribbean, Europe, Middle East, North America, South/Latin
America, South Pacific/Polynesia, and Sub-Saharan Africa). The instrument
contained demographic and scenario-based questions which were created to
measure the identified competencies (Ability to Shift Cognitive Perspectives,
Flexibility in Thinking, Willingness to Seek Knowledge about Other Cultures, and
Willingness to Consider Others’ Viewpoints as Valid). Through exploratory factor
analysis the instrument was analyzed and a final instrument was identified which
contained the following domains: Ambiguity, Acclimation, and Acceptance.
The results of the research indicated that the final instrument had minimal
gender bias. Bias by geocultural world division identification (home region) was
also limited with the only region having significant difference in scores being the
Caribbean. Some significance was noted in scores between those who had lived
abroad and those who had not; however, no significance was found between
scores and time lived abroad.
Conclusions
The conclusions related to this research include attention to the research
objectives, research questions, and research hypotheses. A protocol for creating
an instrument to measure the cognitive domain of intercultural maturity was
developed to address the first research objective. Once developed the
preliminary instrument consisted of four constructs: Ability to Shift Cognitive
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Perspectives, Flexibility in Thinking, Willingness to Accept Others’ Values as
Valid (even if they differ from one’s own), and Willingness to Seek Knowledge
about Other Cultures. These competencies were not deemed a good fit after
administration of the instrument. In the final analysis only three competencies
were supported: Ambiguity, Acclimation, and Acceptance.
This supported the idea that the underlying constructs could be identified,
although they were not what was originally anticipated. Even though the
development process was highly prescribed and utilized, panel members with
expertise in the geocultural regions, the process did not create scenarios that
were comprehensive enough to elicit valid and reliable responses.
Only slight differences with gender were found, but overall the instrument
functioned without gender bias. This supports the hypothesis that an instrument
to measure Intercultural Maturity can be created for which gender is not a
mediating factor.
In addition, only minimal differences were found by regional identification,
which also supports the hypothesis that an instrument can be created which is
not only non-US American centric, but shows minimal bias by world region. In
the case of this research, the Caribbean was the only region which had dramatic
differences from the other regions.
Respondents were asked if they had lived abroad and if so, for how long.
A slight difference was noted in scores between people who reported having
lived abroad and those who had not. However, the time spent away from one’s
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home culture did not appear to make a difference in how one responded on this
instrument.
Two of the three research hypotheses were supported in this research.
Overall, only minimal differences were found by gender and geocultural world
division identification. While some differences were found between those who
had lived abroad and those who had not, increased years spent abroad were not
related to apparent intercultural maturity.
The reliability and validity were not strong enough to support utilization of
the instrument to measure intercultural maturity competence; however, the
instrument may have value.
Implications
This section examines the implications of this study for the field of
Intercultural Maturity. Based on this study, there is an increased need for the
modification and continued utilization of the instrument created in this research to
refine it and improve validity and reliability. This research might include specific
geocultural regions, specifically the Caribbean which showed a difference in their
perception of the scenarios utilized in this research. By improving the validity
and reliability, an instrument might be created for use in more meaningful ways,
including the possibility of norm-referencing the responses so that participants
might have access to a tool for personal and professional growth.
Continued research of utilizing real-world scenarios to determine the
developmental level of individuals is also another area of research, which might
be used by researchers, practitioners, training for those planning to conduct
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business abroad, international studies programs, global competency programs,
and adult educators. Other than the instrument created in this research, there
are no instruments that utilize this technique and limited developmental
resources are available for instructors and trainers who plan on training others to
live and thrive in cultures other than their own.
During the process of developing the scenario instrument, multiple
requests were received to utilize the created scenarios to prompt discussion in
classroom and corporate training. This desire to utilize the scenarios as a
classroom teaching tool indicated that the ultimate use or need for this instrument
may be less for measuring adults’ intercultural maturity level than it would be to
allow individuals to complete and then prompt discussion in a training setting.
This tool may be the catalyst to provide resources to teachers and trainers
to assist individuals in any stage of development to participate in metacognitive
activities that promote individual growth and improve collective learning
environments. Teachers and trainers might also find it valuable to utilize the
instrument to create appropriate learning objectives for individual students in
order to create more developmentally-appropriate learning experiences.
Researchers may find it valuable to use this instrument for research on
intercultural competence. The process created in this research might also be
used to improve this instrument or create new instruments to measure the
Intrapersonal and Interpersonal domains of Intercultural Maturity.
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Recommendations for Research Process Improvement
A number of process improvements were noted throughout the research.
Phase One instrument development. Within Phase One, multiple
possibilities to improve the process were noted, which included recruitment and
instrumentation.
Recruitment. Recruitment for the research was initially conducted at an
international pre-conference. During a presentation, the opportunity was
extended to those at the symposium. In some cases, multiple individuals from
the same region volunteered, creating an unbalanced design. A numbering
system was initially created which utilized the initial three panels (P = Pilot,
VA = Validation, VE = Verification) and sequential numbering by the order in
which a participant was recruited. The three panels were expected to be utilized
throughout the research; however, as the research evolved and panels were redivided and sub-divided, it became clear that a numbering system which included
the region, rather than the panel, would have been beneficial.
Another aspect of recruitment to be considered is the motivation and level
of participation that panel members desire to provide. While all panel
participants provided insight and input where asked, those who went above-andbeyond completing the process in a timely manner and following up with their
thoughts on the process or the content via email or telephone correspondence
provided additional information that would not have been readily available
through the use of the created forms. This qualitative feedback provided the
researcher an opportunity to understand the perceptions of the panel members,
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provide additional feedback where necessary, and create forms that met the
needs of the panel members.
Instrumentation. Initially, it was assumed by the researcher that the
postal system and faxes would be utilized to send and receive the initial
participant demographic information and panel surveys. However, after utilizing
these systems for the initial demographic questionnaires, participants requested
that further surveys be sent via e-mail. In order to comply with this request,
surveys were created in Microsoft Word with interactive text and check boxes.
However, different versions of Word, operating systems, as well as, transmission
through some international servers, which were not compatible with US-based
ones, caused formatting of the survey to be lost or changed. In some cases, the
surveys were no longer interactive, forcing respondents to print, complete by
hand, scan, and e-mail the complete documents. While Qualtrics was not
discovered until Phase Two Instrument Validation of the research, the
functionality of this program would have allowed respondents worldwide to
complete the information without technical difficulties.
Phase Two instrument validation. Phase Two Instrument Validation
improvements were related to missing information, missing demographic
questions, not accounting for bi-cultural respondents, and an explanation for
home region identification.
Missing demographic questions. Respondents to the final instrument
were provided the opportunity to provide feedback on their experience
completing the instrument and any other thoughts they might have had related to
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the research. Two respondents submitted suggestions regarding missing
demographic information. One participant reported that while she had never
lived abroad, she was an English-language instructor and had extensive cultural
training provided by her employer. She pointed out that because of participation
in this training and extensive exposure to students from other cultures (even
though she had not traveled abroad), she was more aware of cultural differences
and how to appropriately navigate cultural scenarios.
Another respondent reported concern that the demographic information
did not request information regarding formal education level. The respondent
suggested that a higher level of formal education might impact the results of the
research. This was a valid concern and this is one area that might be
appropriate to address with additional research.
Bi-cultural respondents. Another concern raised by respondents was
the inability to identify with more than one home region. One respondent
indicated that some individuals may have parents of a different region than the
one in which they were raised or may have been born in one region and raised in
another, thus allowing them to identify with more than one region. Additionally,
the possibility of being bi-cultural includes having parents from different cultural
regions. Another respondent indicated that participants should be given an
opportunity to identify with more than one region.
Home region identification. Also noted when analyzing the data, was
the need for an explanation as to why respondents identified with a home region.
Some participants provided information that they were born in one region, lived in
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second region, and identified a third as their home region. Because no
instructions were given to participants on what countries belonged in a specific
region, the lack of a response may have skewed the results in some way. An
explanation might also have provided an opportunity for respondents to explain
that they identified with two regions simultaneously.
Recommendations for Further Research
The recommendations for further research included in this section involve
suggestions for improvement of the existing instrument, expanding the research
on Intercultural Maturity, understanding why respondents identified with cultural
regions, and additional research with individuals from the Caribbean.
Improving the existing instrument. Low loading patterns, reliability
coefficients, and communality estimates indicated that the instrument’s reliability
and validity can be improved. One way of achieving this would be to improve
what has already been created in this research by utilizing panels to improve the
existing scenarios or to create new or supplemental questions that would
improve the overall instrument.
The creation and validation of new, additional, or revised responses would
also be an area that may improve the overall consistency of the instrument.
Some respondents noted that they felt that the responses were biased. One
respondent commented, “I believe the choices provided for each question have
negative and positive undertones. Even if there are no wrong answers, I feel
there is a bit of a bias.” Other respondents felt that the scenarios did not provide
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adequate information or that the answer they envisioned in their minds while
reading the scenario was not provided. One comment received was
For a few items, I wanted to say “none of the above.” Also, some of
the options were pretty extreme. I don't think most people would
choose options like “I don't care. I'm always right” so there were
really only two options.
Another commented,
Making a decision on many of these scenarios was tough. I felt I
needed more background information to make a sensible decisions.
For example, on the question of the child playing with a new family
whose culture is too lenient. I wondered if they were lenient with
rules about security (no playing near the highway, for example),
how they interact or rules about what they played (for example, in
our family there is a [sic] no toy guns/no shooting games).
Finally, several respondents felt that responses contained clear socially
acceptable or correct answers. One respondent replied that after choosing a
response that would have been her actual response, she would re-evaluate the
answer and choose one that she thought was more socially-appropriate. Another
commented that
Even though there weren't supposed to be right or wrong answers,
the choices seemed to have a clear right or wrong response. I had
to make sure I thought through each question before I chose the
obvious ‘right’ answer.
These comments suggest that the responses might be evaluated in future
research to ensure that the actual actions that would be elicited from scenarios
be the responses given by the participants.
The second recommendation would be to improve the validity and
reliability of the instrument by utilizing other demographic groups. Suggestions
would be to conduct research with respondents with different cultural
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backgrounds, representing only two cultures at a time, with different educational
levels, and with bi-cultural respondents. Showing that the instrument functions in
a similar manner with different groups might improve the reliability of the
instrument.
One of the underlying tenants of the creation of this instrument was that
cultural development can occur and be measured. Additional research would
ideally utilize the instrument in a pre- and post-training environment. By utilizing
a control group, research might determine if growth could be measured with this
instrument.
The final area of research that could be recommended is to create a normreferenced performance rating scale that would provide respondents with
immediate feedback on their level of development. Such an instrument could be
used to create, conduct, and evaluate training programs and provide the taker
with a metacognitive growth opportunity.
Expansion of Intercultural Maturity. Only the cognitive domain of
Intercultural Maturity by King and Baxter Magolda (2005) was studied. Further
research could create a cohesive instrument to measure all three domains
(cognitive, interpersonal, and intrapersonal) of Intercultural Maturity. Further
research on this instrument and all three of the domains would promote the
validity of the concept of Intercultural Maturity. Throughout this research,
business professionals and educators requested use of the instrument, clearly
identifying that a perceived need and interest exists for its use. Further research
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would also create a more overall comprehensive instrument that might be utilized
to measure cultural development and provide feedback to adult learners.
Educational level. Respondents indicated that two different
categorizations of education might impact scores, formal and cultural education.
In the case of formal education, the respondent seemed to be implying that an
increase in participation in academia would impact the scores on the instrument.
Another respondent referred to cultural education stating that she had limited
experience outside her home culture (North America), but was an English
language instructor. As such, she not only had extensive training on
understanding others’ cultures through her chosen profession, but also had
extensive experience interacting one-on-one with individuals from multiple
cultures simultaneously and providing an appropriate learning environment. In
her view, this training and experience would skew her scores. Because
questions regarding formal and informal education were not included as a part of
this study, research validating this instrument utilizing those variables might
provide further evidence of validity and reliability.
Cultural region identification. As stated previously, some respondents
reported difficulty identifying with only one region. Some respondents reported
that they considered themselves bi-cultural due to circumstances of birth. Others
were raised by parents from another culture outside their parents’ home region
and identified with their birth country and/or their parents’ culture. Others
reported that they had become citizens of another culture by choice and
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maintained their birth culture’s traditions even though they had changed their
country of residence.
Some participants responded to three questions about cultural
identification in a way that did not seem cohesive. For instance, one respondent
reported being born in North America, lived in Europe, and considered herself
Middle Eastern. Further research to determine why and how individuals choose
a personal identification to culture would provide insight in how cultural regions
might be evolving or changing.
Caribbean region research. Within this research, it was noted that that a
consistent difference was found between the Caribbean population and five of
the other regions (Asia, Europe, Middle East, North America, and South
Pacific/Polynesia). In each of these scenarios, the population from the
Caribbean had significantly lower scores than the aforementioned five cultures.
In this research, the respondents from the Caribbean region was the youngest
population. A similar trend of significant differences between the Caribbean and
other world geocultural regions was noted in Wallenberg-Lerner’s (2013)
research; however, in that research the mean age of Caribbean participants was
older. Further research on the Caribbean population alone would appear to be
necessary to discern what cultural aspects are important to those who come from
this region. Because two studies have found differences between the Caribbean
and other regions, further research to distinguish what variables mediate the
differences between the Caribbean and other world cultures would also be
valuable.
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One final recommendation is the possibility of creating scenarios using
virtual reality technology. Utilizing this type of media might allow respondents to
become more integrated into the situation and possibly allow for a more realistic
response. This may allow for more authentic reactions; however, it would require
a wider range of responses and a more interactive survey.
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Appendix A
Geocultural World Division Map

Figure A1. Map depicting eight geocultural world divisions
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Appendix B
Sample Culture Assimilator Question and Responses
From Brislin, R. W., Cushner, K., Cherrie, C., & Yong, M. (1986). Intercultural
Interactions: A practical guide. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
The Soccer Game
Assigned to Great Britain as a manager of a division in a large multinational
organization, Dave Mitchell from the United States was interested in doing well
so as to have a solid set of achievements in his career development. As part of
the settling in of his family, he decided to send his 10-year old son Alan as a day
pupil to a very exclusive local public school. (Of course, a “public school” in
England is actually a private school, as the term “private” is used in the United
States to refer to schooling, and its financial status is based on tuition payments
from parents.)
Alan had begun to play soccer in the United States as part of a very wellrun organization in Dave’s home town. Upon arriving in England, where some of
the world’s best soccer is played, Dave and Aland were naturally anxious to
attend some games. Alan has become friendly with Derek, a British classmate at
school, and Dave gave permission for Alan to ask Derek to a professional soccer
game to be played in a nearby large city. Dave later called Derek’s parents to
make sure Derek could go and to arrange a pick-up time. After the game, Dave
drove by Derek’s house to drop him off. Upon doing so, Derek’s mother thanked
Dave and Alan, but as politely as possible asked Dave not arrange for any more
invitations to soccer games. Dave was very puzzled.
Why did Derek’s mother ask Dave not to arrange for any more invitations?
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Derek’s mother felt that soccer was a sport for the lower classes.
The British in general do not support sporting events with their
attendance.
Anti-Americanism is strong, and Derek’s mother did not want her son
associating with Americans
The norms for using public transportation in Great Britain are so strong
that Derek’s mother was upset since Dave used his car.
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Appendix B (continued)
Rationales for the Alternate Explanations
(1)
You chose 1. This is the best answer. In Great Britain, soccer is
considered a sport followed by people from lower classes. Derek’s
mother, obviously concerned with status since she sends her child to
the same school as Alan, was not interested in having her child
participate in a lower-class event. She probably did not refuse the
invitation when Dave first called since the matter had pretty much been
settled between the two boys, but instead she made her feelings
known when Dave dropped Derek off at home. Derek’s mother may
also have had safety on her mind since hooligans, reportedly most
often unemployed or from the working class, disrupt soccer games
through violent actions. Widely publicized tragedies in mid-1985
(Bradford, England, and especially Brussels, Belgium) led to the
expulsion of England from international soccer competitions.

(2)
(3)

(4)

Many behaviors in many countries are influenced by the class
background of people and by connotations of what activities are done
by people of that social class. For instance, if it had been a rugby or
tennis match, Derek’s mother would not have minded since in Great
Britain these sports are associated with higher classes. Class is a
difficult variable to see. Especially for Americans, who grow up with
the belief that they belong to a relatively classless society, the
influence of social class is hard to understand. Very few Americans
would think to analyze this story in terms of connotations of clas vis-àvis different sports
You chose 2. The British do attend sporting events; the type of sport
(cricket, rugby, horse racing) that people attend, however is significant.
Please choose again.
You chose 3. Anti-Americanism is not so strong in Great Britain as to
constitute a generally applicable answer to this story. Most Americans
who live in Great Britain, after an initial adjustment period, report that
they had a pleasant stay and were able to make friends with British
people. Please choose again.
You chose 4. People may use public transportation, especially
railroads in Great Britain to a greater degree than in many American
cities, but the norms for use are not so strong that this would constitute
a good explanation. Please choose again.
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Appendix C
Phase One Instrument Development Process Illustration

Figure C1. Phase One Instrument Development process illustration
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Appendix D
Panel Participants
Pilot Panel
Name
Current Position
Husam Amin
Realtor, Ph.D. Student
University of South Florida

Gender
Male

Geocultural World
Division Experience
(Birth Region)
Middle East
North American

Expertise
Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Bi-cultural Relationships,
Cultural Duality
Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Bi-cultural Relationships,
Cultural Duality

Zoraya Betancourt
Assistant Director, Tutoring and
Learning Services, Ph.D.
Candidate,
University of South Florida
Maniphone Dickerson
Ph.D. Candidate,
University of South Florida

Female

South America
North America
Europe

Female

Asia
North American

Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Bi-cultural Relationships

Yvonne Hunter, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor,

Female

Caribbean
North America
Europe

Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Studying Abroad

Alex Kumi-Yeboah, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor,
Dalton State College

Male

Sub-Saharan Africa
North America

Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Cultural Duality,
Studying Abroad
Curriculum Development,
Multiculturalism

Jason Linders
Assistant Athletics Director, Ph.D.
Candidate, Assistant Director:
Global Citizenship Program,
University of South Florida

Male

South
Pacific/Polynesia
North America

Ray McCrory
Graduate Assistant, Ph.D.
Candidate,
University of South Florida

Male

North America
Europe

Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Expatriate Living,
Second Language Acquisition,
Cultural Leadership

Helena Wallenberg-Lerner, Ph.D.
Ph.D. Candidate

Female

Europe
North America

Adult Education,
World Divisions,
Research and Measurement,
Dual Citizenship

Roberta Worsham
Ph.D. Candidate,
University of South Florida
Captain,
United States Army

Female

North America
Europe
Middle East

Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Military Travel,
Expatriate Living
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Adult Education,
Global Citizenship,
Curriculum Development

Appendix D (continued)
Panel Participants
Validation Panel
Name
Current Position

Gender

Geocultural World
Division Experience
(Birth Region)
Middle East
North America

Expertise

Enaam Alnagger
Graduate Assistant, MA Student
University of South Florida

Female

Iara Compton
Physical Therapist

Female

South America
North America

Bi-cultural Relationships,
Dual Citizenship,
Second Language Acquisition

Carine Cools
Researcher,
Finnish Institute for Educational
Research

Female

Europe
North America

Expatriate Living,
Studying Abroad,
Second Language Acquisition

Wendy Griswold
Assistant Research Professor,
Kansas State University

Female

North America
Europe

Curriculum Development
International Student Advising

Name Withheld by Request
North America

Female

North America
South/Central
America

Expatriate Living
International benevolence,
Curriculum Development,
Cultural Duality

Male

North America
South
Pacific/Polynesia

Female

Caribbean
North America
Europe
Asia
South America

Expatriate Living
World History

Lookmon Omisola
Male
Student, Inter-physician Assistant
Program, United States Armed
Forces

Male

Sub-Saharan Africa
North America

Military Travel,
Expatriate Living

Claudette Peterson
Assistant Professor, North Dakota
State University

Female

North America
Europe

George Hrivnak, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor,
Bond University
Australia
Judy Ann Lake
Retired
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Literacy,
Cultural Duality,
Bi-cultural Relationships

Adult Education
Expatriate Living
Research and Measurement
Higher Education

Expatriate Living
Military Abroad Experiences
International Student Advising

Appendix D (continued)
Panel Participants
Verification Panel
Name
Current Position

Gender

Geocultural World
Division Experience
(Birth Region)
Middle East
North America

Expertise

Heba Abuzzayad
Teaching Assistant,
Adult, Career, and Higher Education
Program
University of South Florida

Female

Jane Bennett
Head, UWI, Open Campus,
University of West Indies

Female

Caribbean
North America

Male

Sub-Saharan Africa
North America

Robin Bowman
Program Coordinator for Community
Education, Texas A&M University
(Qatar)

Female

North America
Middle East

Expatriate Living
Extensive Travel Abroad

Yenni Djajalaksana
Faculty of Information Systems
Program

Female

South
Pacific/Polynesia
North America

Study Abroad,
Curriculum Development,

Male

Caribbean
North America

Study Abroad,
Curriculum Development,
Research and Measurement

Johanna Lasonen, Ph.D.
Professor,
University of South Florida

Female

Europe
Middle East
North America

Cultural Duality,
International Curriculum
Development

Jung Min “Jackie” Lee
Graduate Assistant, Ph.D. Candidate
University of South Florida

Female

Asia
North America

Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Bi-Cultural Relationships,
Second Language Acquisition

Lynsey Reys
Teaching Assistant, Ph.D. Student
University of South Florida

Female

South
Pacific/Polynesia
North America

Career Workforce Education,
Polynesian Culture,
Curriculum Development

Christy Rhodes, Ph.D.
Adult Education ESOL Teacher
Hillsborough County, FL

Female

North America
Middle East

Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Expatriate Living,
Bi-Cultural Relationships,
Curriculum Development

Male

North America
Middle East

International Business
Management,
Expatriate Living

Ben Bosongo
Graduate Assistant,Ph.D. Student
University of South Florida

Emmanuel Jean Francois, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor,
University of Wisconsin Oshkosh

Terence Bigsby
President & CEO,
Aspenware, Inc.
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Adult Education,
Research and Measurement
Expatriate Living,
Second Language Acquisition,
Studying Abroad
International Benevolence
Institute
Expatriate Living
Adult Education,
Research and Measurement,
Living Abroad,
Studying Abroad,
Second Language Acquisition

Appendix E
Panel Invitation Letter

STUDY:
RE:

The Development and Initial Validation of an Instrument Measuring
the Cognitive Domain of Intercultural Maturity
IRB 9314

Because of your exposure to multiple cultures, your input is vital to the success of the
research being conducted at the University of South Florida. In this research, a panel of
experts will assist in the creation of an instrument developed from King and Baxter
Magolda’s theory of Intercultural Maturity (2005).
If you choose to participate, your role would be to assist will be in identifying intercultural
competencies, identifying appropriate intercultural situations, and assistance in the
development of answers and a performance rating scale.
The duration of the research is expected to be four to six months and panel members
will be asked to complete about four rounds of surveys. Each survey should take no
more than 30 minutes to complete. Although no compensation will be provided, there
will be no costs incurred by the panel members.
If you are willing to participate, please fill out the attached IRB Consent Form, and
demographics form including your e-mail address, phone number, physical address and
preferred method of communication, and return it in the envelope or to the e-mail
address provided. If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to
contact the researcher at the address or phone number below.
Sincerely,
Melanie L Wicinski, M.Ed.
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix F
Demographic Questionnaire

Phase One Demographic Survey
Intercultural Maturity Questionnaire
Your background information
Please answer the following questions:
A. Gender: □Male
□Female
B. Age: ________________________________________________
C. Date of Birth (MM/DD/YYYY): _____________________________
D. Country of birth: _______________________________________
E. Country where you currently reside: _______________________
F. Countries lived in/visited and length of stay:
Country

Length of stay
Months/Years
Months/Years
Months/Years
Months/Years
Months/Years
Months/Years
Months/Years

Please use back for additional locations
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Appendix F (continued)
G. To which of the following geographical areas do you feel that you
belong best?
Circle one only.
1. North American
2. South/Latin American
3. Asia
4. Sub-Saharan Africa
5. Middle East
6. Europe
7. South Pacific/Polynesia
8. Caribbean
9. Other: ______________________ (Please Explain.)

H. On a scale from 1 to 5, how would you rate your exposure to diverse cultures?
1. Minimal
2. Low
3. Moderate
4. High
5. Extensive
I.

Why did you rate yourself this way?

Thank you for completing this survey.
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Appendix F (continued)

Contact Information
Please provide the following:
Name ________________________________________________________________
Current Position:
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
Address: If in the United States, please provide your address, including street, city,
state and postal code. If outside the United States, please provide an address that will
allow delivery from the United States.

Phone Number
(If outside US, please include Country and City codes, if applicable):
______________________________________________
E-mail address: __________________________________________________
Preferred Method of Communication:
 Mail to/from above address (Self-addressed stamped envelopes will be provided)
 E-mail (Scanning of completed documents will be necessary)
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Appendix G
Intercultural Sensitivity through Focus Group Pilot Research
(Wicinski & McCrory, 2012)
Goal: Three focus groups were conducted to determine what competencies exist in
Intercultural Sensitivity (IRB #2839).
Focus Group Questions: The following three questions were asked to determine what
competencies have been observed:
1. Picture a person from the United States who visited your country and who you
felt was interculturally sensitive. What qualities did he/she possess which made
you feel he/she was interculturally sensitive?
2. What one quality was the most important in indicating intercultural sensitivity?
3. Picture a person from the United States who visited your country of origin and
who you felt was not interculturally sensitive. What qualities did they possess
which made you feel they were not culturally sensitive?
Due to the nature of focus group research, additional probing questions were asked to
clarify or expand upon ideas shared during group sessions
Participants: Participants were a convenience sample comprised of 14 international
students, six of whom were students in Adult Education or family members of Adult
Education students. The eight remaining participants were members of University of
South Florida’s INTO program, which assists international students in learning English.
Demographics of the participants:
Gender: 8 men, 6 women
Age range: 24-33 years
Time living in the United States: 2 months – 2.5 years
Self-identified country of origin: Bahamas (2), China (4), Ghana (1), India (1), Libya (2),
Palestine/Israel (2), Taiwan (2)
Top Chosen Competencies:
 Attributes (judgments about others’ actions), including Cultural Knowledge,
Curiosity, Awareness and Understanding
 Communication, including language acquisition
Other Competencies discussed:
 Religion
 Time
 Traditions
 Gender Roles
 Food
 Attire
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Appendix H
Stage I Competency Identification Initial and Follow-up E-mails
Phase One Pilot Panel Initial E-Mail
Thank you to all of you for your willingness to participate in my dissertation research (IRB # 9314)! The
initial letter of explanation and form for the first stage of the study is attached.
Because you are the first panel to view these materials, I would appreciate not only your input on the
survey, but also your view of the instruction letter and how, if necessary, it might be improved. Should
you find something that might clarify the topic for others, your help would be greatly appreciated.
Your assistance in moving this research along is also important. In an effort to ensure that the research
is completed in a timely manner, please complete these forms and e-mail them back to me at this address
(e-mail address) by [date].
Again, thank you for your participation.
Melanie Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]

Phase One Pilot Panel Follow-up E-mail
Hello!
You were recently sent the Stage I forms for the research being conducted by Melanie Wicinski at the
University of South Florida (IRB #9314). Your completion and critique of the forms attached is vital to the
success of this research. While the due date has not yet come and gone, please accept this as a friendly
reminder.
For your convenience, the forms are attached. As the first committee to view them, please fill the forms
out and also provide feedback on the clarity of the instructions provided.
Your continued participation in this study is greatly appreciated!
Sincerely,
Melanie Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix I
Stage I Competency Identification Pilot Panel Instruction Letter

Thank you for your participation in Stage I of the development of the Intercultural Maturity
Scenario Assessment (IRB #9314). In this phase of the research, you will be asked to assist in
identifying and verifying competencies of intercultural maturity within the cognitive domain
identified by King and Baxter Magolda (2005).




Cognitive--The way in which people think about and understand cultural diversity
Interpersonal--The ability to interact effectively and interdependently with
different cultures; sensitivity to others
Intrapersonal--A sense of oneself that enables a person to listen to and learn
from others

INSTRUCTIONS:
In an attempt to minimize the time needed to complete this form, it has been created with
checkboxes and text fields which will allow you to complete it directly from your computer and email back. Red indicates areas that are available to be clicked on (checkboxes) or typed
directly into (text fields).
1. Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with the placement of each competency.
If you score an item as “3” or lower (indicating neutral or disagreement of the
placement), an explanation of that rating would be appreciated. If appropriate, please
indicate if the item should be removed all together.
2. If you feel that a competency that should be included in the cognitive domain of
Intercultural Maturity has been overlooked, please add that item under the “Item
Addition” portion, indicate the strength of the relationship to the cognitive domain and
explain your reasoning for adding the competency.
Once completed, please return to the e-mail or address below. Again, thank you for your
participation in this research.
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix J
Stage I Competency Identification Pilot Panel Survey Form
Intercultural Maturity
Competency Identification Survey
Items
COGNITIVE
1. Flexibility in thinking
2. Ability to shift from accepting authority’s
knowledge to personal knowledge
3. Willingness to seek knowledge about
other cultures
4. Ability to consciously shift cognitive
perspectives
5. Ability to consciously shift behaviors
6. Willingness to accept others’ values as
valid (even if they differ from one’s
own)
7. Awareness of uncertainty
8. Acceptance of uncertainty
9. Curiosity about others’ beliefs

Item
1. Click here to enter text.
2. Click here to enter text.
3. Click here to enter text.

If Score is “3” or lower, an explanation is
appreciated. Include if it should be removed
completely.

Extent of Agreement
Disagree
1
☐

2
☐

3
☐

Agree
4
☐

5
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

Click here to enter text.
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Item Addition
Strength of Domain placement
Somewhat
Strongly
1
2
3
4
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
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Click here to enter text.
Click here to enter text.
Click here to enter text.

Please explain why this item
should be added
5
☐
☐
☐

Click here to enter text.
Click here to enter text.
Click here to enter text.

Appendix K
Stage I Competency Identification Validation and Verification Panel Instructions

Thank you for your participation in Stage I of the development of the Intercultural Maturity Scenario
Assessment (IRB # 9314). In this phase of the research, you will be asked to assist in identifying and
verifying competencies of intercultural maturity within the cognitive domain identified by King and Baxter
Magolda (2005).




Cognitive--The way in which people think about and understand cultural diversity
Interpersonal--The ability to interact effectively and interdependently with different
cultures; sensitivity to others
Intrapersonal--A sense of oneself that enables a person to listen to and learn from others

INSTRUCTIONS:
In an attempt to minimize the time needed to complete this form, red text indicates checkboxes or text
fields that are interactive and can be directly checked/typed into.
1. The competencies, listed in alphabetical order, may be included in the cognitive domain of
Intercultural maturity. Please indicate the level of agreement/disagreement with the placement of
each competency.
2. If you feel that a competency that should be included in the cognitive domain of Intercultural
Maturity has been overlooked, please add that item under the “Item Addition” portion and indicate
the strength of the relationship to the cognitive domain.
3. Rank the competencies with “1” being the most important competency in the cognitive domain of
Intercultural Maturity, a “2” for the next most important and continue until all competencies have
been ranked. Please include any added competencies in the ranking. Please note that you
should have each number only once (one #1, one #2, one #3, etc.).
Once completed, please return to the e-mail or address below. Again, thank you for your participation in
this research.
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]

126

Appendix L
Stage I Competency Identification Validation Panel Survey
Ranking

Extent of Agreement
Items

Disagree

Ability to shift behaviors
Ability to shift cognitive perspectives
Ability to shift from accepting authority’s knowledge to
personal knowledge
Acceptance of uncertainty
Awareness of uncertainty
Curiosity about others’ beliefs
Flexibility in thinking
Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if
they differ from one’s own)
Willingness to seek knowledge about other cultures

Item
4. Click here to enter text.
5. Click here to enter text.
6. Click here to enter text.

Agree

(Please rank in
order of
importance with
“1” being most
important)

1
☐
☐

2
☐
☐

3
☐
☐

4
☐
☐

5
☐
☐

#
#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

#
#
#
#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Item Addition
Strength of Domain placement
Somewhat
Strongly
1
2
3
4
5
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
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#
#
#

Appendix M
Stage I Competency Identification Verification Panel Survey
Ranking

Extent of Agreement
Items

Disagree

Ability to shift behaviors
Ability to shift cognitive perspectives
Ability to shift from accepting authority’s knowledge to
personal knowledge
Acceptance of uncertainty
Awareness of uncertainty
Curiosity about others’ beliefs
Flexibility in thinking
Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if
they differ from one’s own)
Willingness to question one’s one beliefs and values
Willingness to reflect on ambiguity experienced when
relating to others
Willingness to seek knowledge about other cultures

Item
7. Click here to enter text.
8. Click here to enter text.
9. Click here to enter text.

Agree

(Please rank in
order of
importance with
“1” being most
important)

1
☐
☐

2
☐
☐

3
☐
☐

4
☐
☐

5
☐
☐

#
#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

#
#
#
#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Item Addition
Strength of Domain placement
Somewhat
Strongly
1
2
3
4
5
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
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#
#
#

Appendix N
Stage II Situation Identification Initial and Follow-up E-mails

Stage II Situation Identification Initial E-mail
Dear Participant,
Thank you for your continued participation in the Intercultural Maturity research being conducted at the
University of South Florida (IRB #9314).
Attached is the Stage II Questionnaire. Please read the instructions, complete the questionnaire, and email it to the address below. In an attempt to minimize the time needed to complete this form, red
text indicates text fields in which you may type directly.
A response by [date] would be appreciated.
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]

Stage II Situation Identification Follow-up E-mail
Hello!
Recently, you were sent the Stage II survey for the research on Intercultural Maturity being conducted at
the University of South Florida (IRB # 9314). Please consider this a friendly reminder that this survey is
needed as soon as possible in order for this study to continue to the next phase. Your response is
kindly requested by [date]. For your convenience, the survey is attached, which contains embedded
text fields allowing you to type directly into the form, save and return via e-mail.
Many of you have contacted me to request additional information on the definitions of the competencies
that you were sent. The following is intended to be a guideline to assist you:
Competency 1: Definition of Competencies that were provided.
Competency 2: Definition of Competencies that were provided.
As always, your participation and assistance is greatly appreciated!
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
[Contact Information]
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Appendix O
Stage II Situation Identification Groups 1 and 2 Instructions

Dear Participants,
Thank you for your participation in Stage II of the development of the Intercultural Maturity Scenario
Assessment (IRB #9314). In this phase of the research, you will be asked to assist in identifying
scenarios which relate to specific competencies identified in the previous stage.
INSTRUCTIONS:
In the attached survey, you have been given 2 competencies that have been identified as belonging in the
cognitive domain of Intercultural Maturity. Please try to identify one example of a situation which might
cause a misunderstanding between individuals of two cultures. A second situation would be appreciated
if time permits. Please try to include a meaningful misunderstanding which involves an individual from
your native culture.
In an attempt to minimize the time needed to complete this form, red text indicates text fields in which you
may type directly.
A SCENARIO EXAMPLE (does not need to be this long or detailed):
Assigned to Great Britain as a manager of a division in a large multinational organization, Dave Mitchell
from the United States was interested in doing well so as to have a solid set of achievements in his career
development. As part of the settling in of his family, he decided to send his 10-year old son Alan as a day
pupil to a very exclusive local public school. (Of course, a “public school” in England is actually a private
school, as the term “private” is used in the United States to refer to schooling, and its financial status is
based on tuition payments from parents.)
Alan had begun to play soccer in the United States as part of a very well-run organization in
Dave’s home town. Upon arriving in England, where some of the world’s best soccer is played, Dave and
Alan were naturally anxious to attend some games. Alan has become friendly with Derek, a British
classmate at school, and Dave gave permission for Alan to ask Derek to a professional soccer game to
be played in a nearby large city. Dave later called Derek’s parents to make sure Derek could go and to
arrange a pick-up time. After the game, Dave drove by Derek’s house to drop him off. Upon doing so,
Derek’s mother thanked Dave and Alan, but as politely as possible asked Dave not arrange for any more
invitations to soccer games. Dave was very puzzled.
Once completed, please save your document and return it to the e-mail below. Again, thank you for your
participation in this research. A response by [date] would be appreciated.
Sincerely,

Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix P
Stage II Situation Identification Groups 1 and 2 Survey
Situation Development Survey
Competency 1: [Name of Competency]
Situation 1
Click here to enter text.

Situation 2
Click here to enter text.

Competency 2: [Name of Competency]
Situation 1
Click here to enter text.

Situation 2
Click here to enter text.
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Appendix Q
Stage III Scenario Development Initial and Follow-up E-mails
Stage III Scenario Development Initial E-mail

Dear Participant,
Thank you for your continued participation in the Intercultural Maturity research being conducted at the
University of South Florida (IRB # 9314). We are almost done!
Attached is the Stage III Questionnaire. Please read the instructions, complete the questionnaire, and email it to the address below. In an attempt to minimize the time needed to complete this form, red
text indicates text fields in which you may type directly.

A response by [date] would be appreciated!
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]

Stage III Scenario Development Follow-up E-mail

Hello!
Thank you for your continued participation in this research! Your input is incredibly valuable! I know this
process has taken a bit longer than expected and I appreciate your patience.
Recently, you were sent the Stage III survey for the research on Intercultural Maturity being conducted at
the University of South Florida (IRB#9314). Please consider this a friendly reminder that this survey is
needed as soon as possible in order for this study to continue to the next phase. If possible, please
complete this survey as soon as possible.
For your convenience, the survey is attached, which contains embedded text fields (in red) allowing you
to type directly into the form, save and return via the e-mail address below.
Again, your continued participation is greatly appreciated!
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix R
Stage III Scenario Development Groups 1 and 2 Instructions

Thank you for your participation in Stage 3 of the development of the Intercultural Maturity Scenario
Assessment (IRB # 9314). We are almost there! In this phase of the research, you will be asked to rate
and rank scenarios that have been submitted by panel members.
INSTRUCTIONS:
In an attempt to minimize the time needed to complete this form, red text indicates checkboxes or text
fields that are interactive and be directly checked for typed into.
1. With this letter, you are receiving scenarios for only two identified competencies. These scenarios
are listed in no particular order. Behind each list a form is provided for you to complete.
2. Please first read all of the scenarios and on the forms indicate any changes you feel should be
made to the scenarios (clarifications, etc.). Two forms are provided, one for each competency.
3. Please then indicate your level of agreement with the quality of the question and its appropriate
place in the situation list.
4. Please feel free to add any scenarios you feel are valuable and have been left out.
5. Rank the scenarios with “1” being the best scenario as the best example of the particular
competency, a “2” for the next most important scenario and continue until all scenarios have been
ranked. If you added scenarios, please include them in your ranking. Please note that you
should only have each number listed once in this section.
Once again, please return the form to the e-mail address below. Again, thank you for your participation.
We are almost done!
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix S
Stage III Scenario Development Groups 1 and 2 Survey Response Form
Please rate and rank the scenarios on this sheet. Please provide any additional comments.
Competency #:
[Competency Name]
[Competency Definition]
Rate
Quality of Question

Comments on Scenarios

Scenario

Poor

Scenario 1
Scenario 2
Scenario 3
Scenario 4
Scenario 5
Scenario 6
Scenario 7
Scenario 8
Scenario 9
Scenario 10
Scenario 11

Additional Scenario 1
Additional Scenario 2
Additional Scenario 3

Excellent

Ranking
(Please rank in
order of
importance with
“1” being most
important)

1

2

3

4

5

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Additional Scenarios
If you feel that scenarios should be added, please do so below, rate them and include them in your ranking.
Click here to enter text.
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#

Click here to enter text.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

#
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Appendix T
Stage III Scenario Development Groups 1 and 2 Survey Scenarios
(Two Scenarios sent out to each group)
Please use the attached form to rate and rank these scenarios.
Competency 1:
Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from one’s own)
Scenario #1:
Two students are attending a conference where they are to share a room. One woman wears a hijab
(scarf) and the other woman is offended by the “requirement” of her religion to wear a scarf. How
should she handle her objection to the other woman’s attire?
Scenario #2:
A farmer from one culture goes to another culture to train farmers how to grow larger tomatoes. The
indigenous people ask why they need bigger tomatoes.
Scenario #3:
Mike is from a culture where a game is called “Soccer” and Paul is from a culture where it is called
“Football.” Paul tells Mike that his terminology is wrong.
Scenario #4:
A medical practitioner goes to another country to give inoculations to children. The indigenous people
do not believe or understand inoculations. What should the medical practitioner do?
Scenario #5:
Mandy is from a culture where shoes are worn in the home, but Shamir removes her shoes when
visiting. What should Mandy do?
Scenario #6:
Ingrid moves to another country and enrolls her child in the educational system. She doesn’t
understand how and what her children are being taught. How does she handle this?
Scenario #7:
A woman spends time in a village in a remote community. In this culture, girls are married off early in
life. Is this appropriate?
Scenario #8:
A poster of two women (one in a bikini and one in an abaya) are posted. The picture is entitled, “Poor
woman, living in such a male-dominated society.” Is this a fair assessment of both cultures?
Scenario #9:
Assuming she would give birth naturally, a woman visiting another culture requested that the umbilical
cord be saved to plant with a new tree. Should this be honored even though it is against the other
culture?
Scenario #10:
Al invites coworkers and their spouses for a BBQ. The men spend time outside while he grills. Upon
being done, Al serves the men. A male coworker, Paul, asked where the women’s food was and he
was told that the women were to cook their own food. Paul was offended by this. What should Al do?
Scenario #11:
Mr. Lee is assigned a position as a supervisor in a major company in another culture. He has been
there for some time when one of his coworkers invites him to stop and meet his family. Mr. Lee spends
some time at his coworker’s home and is invited to have a cup of tea. Mr. Lee doesn’t care for tea, but
knows it will offend the family if he doesn’t have any. What should Mr. Lee do?
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Appendix T (continued)
Stage III Scenario Development Groups 1 and 2 Survey Scenarios
(Two Scenarios sent out to each group)
Please use the attached form to rate and rank these scenarios.
Competency 1:
Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from one’s own)
Scenario #1:
Two students are attending a conference where they are to share a room. One woman wears a hijab
(scarf) and the other woman is offended by the “requirement” of her religion to wear a scarf. How
should she handle her objection to the other woman’s attire?
Scenario #2:
A farmer from one culture goes to another culture to train farmers how to grow larger tomatoes. The
indigenous people ask why they need bigger tomatoes.
Scenario #3:
Mike is from a culture where a game is called “Soccer” and Paul is from a culture where it is called
“Football.” Paul tells Mike that his terminology is wrong.
Scenario #4:
A medical practitioner goes to another country to give inoculations to children. The indigenous people
do not believe or understand inoculations. What should the medical practitioner do?
Scenario #5:
Mandy is from a culture where shoes are worn in the home, but Shamir removes her shoes when
visiting. What should Mandy do?
Scenario #6:
Ingrid moves to another country and enrolls her child in the educational system. She doesn’t
understand how and what her children are being taught. How does she handle this?
Scenario #7:
A woman spends time in a village in a remote community. In this culture, girls are married off early in
life. Is this appropriate?
Scenario #8:
A poster of two women (one in a bikini and one in an abaya) are posted. The picture is entitled, “Poor
woman, living in such a male-dominated society.” Is this a fair assessment of both cultures?
Scenario #9:
Assuming she would give birth naturally, a woman visiting another culture requested that the umbilical
cord be saved to plant with a new tree. Should this be honored even though it is against the other
culture?
Scenario #10:
Al invites coworkers and their spouses for a BBQ. The men spend time outside while he grills. Upon
being done, Al serves the men. A male coworker, Paul, asked where the women’s food was and he
was told that the women were to cook their own food. Paul was offended by this. What should Al do?
Scenario #11:
Mr. Lee is assigned a position as a supervisor in a major company in another culture. He has been
there for some time when one of his coworkers invites him to stop and meet his family. Mr. Lee spends
some time at his coworker’s home and is invited to have a cup of tea. Mr. Lee doesn’t care for tea, but
knows it will offend the family if he doesn’t have any. What should Mr. Lee do?

136

Appendix T (continued)
Stage III Scenario Development Groups 1 and 2 Survey Scenarios
(Two Scenarios sent out to each group)
Please use the attached form to rate and rank these scenarios.
Competency 2:
Willingness to seek knowledge about other cultures
Scenario #1:
Nick likes to ask questions about other cultures, but it is not considered polite in some cultures. What
does he do?
Scenario #2:
A tourist wants to visit another culture, but he knows that his language is used frequently. Should he
attempt to use the native language anyway?
Scenario #3:
Before doing business in another cultures, Jack attempts to learn more about the culture.
Scenario #4:
Ali acquires a position in another country, however when she gets there she realizes that there are
things about this culture that she didn’t learn before coming. She has had some difficulty in
understanding some of the cultural aspects, what should she do?
Scenario #5:
A man moves with his wife and children to another culture and his son begins to play with a friend. His
friend’s parents are more lenient than he and his wife. How should he handle this?
Scenario #6:
A teacher moves to another culture and is asked to create a curriculum that will benefit the people of
this culture. What should she do?
Scenario #7:
A healthcare practitioner visits another country and works with another professional from that culture.
She notices that the families she is serving respond better to the other practitioner. How might she
handle this?
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Appendix T (continued)
Stage III Scenario Development Groups 1 and 2 Survey Scenarios
(Two Scenarios sent out to each group)
Please use the attached form to rate and rank these scenarios.
Competency 1:
Ability to Shift Cognitive Perspectives
Scenario #1:
A newly married bi-cultural family is visiting the husband’s native culture. On their first visit to meet his family, the
wife sits on the floor with the females of her new family. She has her legs outstretched and crossed with her feet
pointing toward the husband and father who sit in an adjacent room. The husband asks the wife to change her
position as showing the bottom of one’s feet to someone is considered rude in his culture. Should the wife change
her position?
Scenario #2:
A refugee is visiting another culture and parks his vehicle in a shopping plaza in an area that is marked “loading
only” on the ground and on a small sign at the entrance to the area. He returns to find a ticket and his car booted.
How should the local police handle the situation?
Scenario #3:
Two students from different cultures are talking and one uses a phrase to describe himself which is considered
profanity in the other student’s culture. How should the student listening handle the situation?
Scenario #4:
Two business individuals John and Stephan, and are required to do business together and they agree upon a
language which both speak. The chosen language is native to John, but is not to Stephan who speaks with a
heavy accent. John cannot understand Stephan, what should he do?
Scenario #5:
A business meeting between Sue and Ingrid who are from different cultures. Sue arrives 20 minutes early,
expecting to be greeted by Ingrid. At the appointed time Ingrid comes out for the meeting. What should Sue’s
response be?
Scenario #6:
A female health care provider walks into an examination room where a male patient awaits. After several minutes
of questioning the patient, it becomes clear that the male patient is uncomfortable being treated by a female. How
should the situation be handled?
Scenario #7:
A class assignment requires that students stand shoulder-to-shoulder to learn the value of personal space. A
student feels uncomfortable touching others due to religious beliefs. How should the professor handle this?
Scenario #8:
In Gina’s culture, individuals greet each other by kissing each other on the cheek. When greeting someone from
another culture how should Gina handle this?
Scenario #9:
Representatives from the US and Russia met to negotiate the details of a partnership between universities. At the
conclusion of the final meeting in which an agreement was signed, it was suggested that a picture be taken to
commemorate the event. The Americans, both women, stood on either side of the highest ranking member of the
Russian delegation. In the Russian culture men are not flanked by women, how should the Russian delegate
handle this situation?
Scenario #10:
Chang is a Chinese student studying in a foreign culture. Soon after arriving in the foreign land, Chang begins to
have difficulties with her appetite, is being pressured to participate in activities in which she was uncomfortable
and her grades began to fail. What should Chang do?
Scenario #11:
A business person is having a meeting with individuals from a variety of cultures. One participant regularly arrives
late and takes time to greet the others. The business person is aware that this the individual’s culture has a more
lenient expectation on arrival times. How should the businessman handle the situation?
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Appendix T (continued)
Stage III Scenario Development
Groups 1 & 2 Survey Scenarios
(Two Scenarios sent out to each group)
Please use the attached form to rate and rank these scenarios.

Competency 2:
Flexibility of Thinking
Scenario #1:
Amir is brought up in a culture where touching the opposite sex is improper, unless the two are related. A
business woman puts out her hand in an effort to shake Amir’s hand. How should Amir handle this?
Scenario #2:
Nina enters the home of a family from a different culture, in which she notices an aroma which is unpleasant to
her. This aroma is from the family’s dinner and as Nina stays in the home she the aroma begins to upset her
stomach. What should Nina do?
Scenario #3:
Adam is hired as a consultant to a corporation in another culture. All advertising has been done in one way
and Adam decides to meet with the workers to brainstorm options of utilizing other advertising sources. While
in the meeting, the staff choose the only option mentioned and stand to leave. What does Adam do?
Scenario #4:
While working in another culture, a female begins to smoke in front of the local people. In the host culture,
females smoking is considered inappropriate. What should the female do?
Scenario #5:
A couple is visiting another culture wants to take a picture of an indigenous person. What would be
appropriate for the couple to do?
Scenario #6:
Bryce is from a culture where “time is money” and expects quick discussions on business matters. Luiz from a
culture where business is conducted through personal relationships prior to entering into business
expectations. How should this relationship be created?
Scenario #7:
A tourist is visiting another country and they do not speak the native language well. A local person begins to
speak and they do not understand? How should the tourist handle this?
Scenario #8:
Lynn is from culture who has soft hair and a person from another culture approaches the Lynn and begins to
touch and play with her hair. What should Lynn do?
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Appendix U
Scenario Ratings and Rankings for the Four Competencies
Table U1. Ratings and Rankings of Scenarios for Ability to Shift Cognitive Perspectives
Ability to Shift Cognitive Perspectives
Scenario Situations

Means
Ratinga Rankingb

1

A newly married bi-cultural family is visiting the husband’s native culture. On their first visit to meet his family, the wife sits on the
floor with the females of her new family. She has her legs outstretched and crossed with her feet pointing toward the husband and
father who sit in an adjacent room. The husband asks the wife to change her position as showing the bottom of one’s feet to
someone is considered rude in his culture. Should the wife change her position?

3.47

3.71

2

A refugee is visiting another culture and parks his vehicle in a shopping plaza in an area that is marked “loading only” on the ground and on a
small sign at the entrance to the area. He returns to find a ticket and his car booted. How should the local police handle the situation?

2.20

6.71

3

Two students from different cultures are talking and one uses a phrase to describe himself which is considered profanity in the other student’s
culture. How should the student listening handle the situation?

2.93

6.00

3.07

4.93

4

Two business individuals John and Stephan, and are required to do business together and they agree upon a language which both speak. The
chosen language is native to John, but is not to Stephan who speaks with a heavy accent. John cannot understand Stephan, what should he
do?

5

A business meeting between Sue and Ingrid who are from different cultures. Sue arrives 20 minutes early, expecting to be greeted by Ingrid.
At the appointed time Ingrid comes out for the meeting. What should Sue’s response be?

3.00

6.14

6

A female health care provider walks into an examination room where a male patient awaits. After several minutes of questioning the patient, it
becomes clear that the male patient is uncomfortable being treated by a female. How should the situation be handled?

3.00

3.79

7

A class assignment requires that students stand shoulder-to-shoulder to learn the value of personal space. A student feels
uncomfortable touching others due to religious beliefs. How should the professor handle this?

3.27

3.86

8

In Gina’s culture, individuals greet each other by kissing each other on the cheek. When greeting someone from another culture how
should Gina handle this?

3.07

4.57

9

Representatives from the US and Russia met to negotiate the details of a partnership between universities. At the conclusion of the
final meeting in which an agreement was signed, it was suggested that a picture be taken to commemorate the event. The
Americans, both women, stood on either side of the highest ranking member of the Russian delegation. In the Russian culture men
are not flanked by women, how should the Russian delegate handle this situation?

3.20

3.71

10

Chang is a Chinese student studying in a foreign culture. Soon after arriving in the foreign land, Chang begins to have difficulties with her
appetite, is being pressured to participate in activities in which she was uncomfortable and her grades began to fail. What should Chang do?

3.00

5.00

11

A business person is having a meeting with individuals from a variety of cultures. One participant regularly arrives late and takes
time to greet the others. The business person is aware that this the individual’s culture has a more lenient expectation on arrival
times. How should the businessman handle the situation?

3.60

2.79

Note: Bolded questions indicated questions that were five included in the final instrument.
aRating related to quality of the question and was on a scale of 1-5, with 1 = Poor and 5 = Excellent. Higher mean indicated a higher quality scenario.
bRanking referred to ranking of questions from best fit to least fit with 1 = best fit and 11 = poor fit. Lower mean indicated a better fit for the competency.
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Appendix U (continued)
Scenario Ratings and Rankings for the Four Competencies
Table U2. Ratings and Rankings of Scenarios for Flexibility
Flexibility
Means
Ratinga
Rankingb

Scenario Situations
1

Amir is brought up in a culture where touching the opposite sex is improper, unless the two are related. A business woman puts
out her hand in an effort to shake Amir’s hand. How should Amir handle this?

4.07

1.71

2

Nina enters the home of a family from a different culture, in which she notices an aroma which is unpleasant to her. This aroma is from the
family’s dinner and as Nina stays in the home she the aroma begins to upset her stomach. What should Nina do?

2.93

3.93

3

Adam is hired as a consultant to a corporation in another culture. All advertising has been done in one way and Adam decides to
meet with the workers to brainstorm options of utilizing other advertising sources. While in the meeting, the staff choose the only
option mentioned and stand to leave. What does Adam do?

3.00

3.86

3.07

3.64

4
While working in another culture, a female begins to smoke in front of the local people. In the host culture, females smoking is
considered inappropriate. What should the female do?
5

A couple is visiting another culture wants to take a picture of an indigenous person. What would be appropriate for the couple to
do?

3.20

3.43

6

Bryce is from a culture where “time is money” and expects quick discussions on business matters. Luiz from a culture where
business is conducted through personal relationships prior to entering into business expectations. How should this relationship
be created?

3.87

2.29

7

A tourist is visiting another country and they do not speak the native language well. A local person begins to speak and they do not
understand? How should the tourist handle this?

2.73

4.86

8

Lynn is from culture who has soft hair and a person from another culture approaches the Lynn and begins to touch and play with her hair.
What should Lynn do?

3.00

4.57

Note: Bolded questions indicated questions that were five included in the final instrument.
aRating related to quality of the question and was on a scale of 1-5, with 1 = Poor and 5 = Excellent. Higher mean indicated a higher quality scenario.
bRanking referred to ranking of questions from best fit to least fit with 1 = best fit and 11 = poor fit. Lower mean indicated a better fit for the competency.
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Appendix U (continued)
Scenario Ratings and Rankings for the Four Competencies
Table U3. Ratings and Rankings of Scenarios for Willingness to Accept Others’ Values as Valid
Willingness to Accept Others’ Values as Valid (even if they differ from one’s own)
Scenario Situations

Means
Ratinga Rankingb

1

Two students are attending a conference where they are to share a room. One woman wears a hijab (scarf) and the other woman is
offended by the “requirement” of her religion to wear a scarf. How should she handle her objection to the other woman’s attire?

3.67

2.93

2

A farmer from one culture goes to another culture to train farmers how to grow larger tomatoes. The indigenous people ask why they need
bigger tomatoes.

3.40

5.36

3

Mike is from a culture where a game is called “Soccer” and Paul is from a culture where it is called “Football.” Paul tells Mike that his
terminology is wrong.

3.33

5.86

3.40

5.36

4
A medical practitioner goes to another country to give inoculations to children. The indigenous people do not believe or understand
inoculations. What should the medical practitioner do?
5

Mandy is from a culture where shoes are worn in the home, but Shamir removes her shoes when visiting. What should Mandy do?

3.60

4.93

6

Ingrid moves to another country and enrolls her child in the educational system. She doesn’t understand how and what her children are being
taught. How does she handle this?

3.13

6.21

3.20

5.14

7

A woman spends time in a village in a remote community. In this culture, girls are married off early in life. Is this appropriate?

8

A poster of two women (one in a bikini and one in an abaya) are posted. The picture is entitled, “Poor woman, living in such a male-dominated
society.” Is this a fair assessment of both cultures?

3.40

5.71

9

Assuming she would give birth naturally, a woman visiting another culture requested that the umbilical cord be saved to plant with a
new tree. Should this be honored even though it is against the other culture?

3.60

4.93

10

Al invites coworkers and their spouses for a BBQ. The men spend time outside while he grills. Upon being done, Al serves the men.
A male coworker, Paul, asked where the women’s food was and he was told that the women were to cook their own food. Paul was
offended by this. What should Al do?

3.40

5.21

11

Mr. Lee is assigned a position as a supervisor in a major company in another culture. He has been there for some time when one of
his coworkers invites him to stop and meet his family. Mr. Lee spends some time at his coworker’s home and is invited to have a cup
of tea. Mr. Lee doesn’t care for tea, but knows it will offend the family if he doesn’t have any. What should Mr. Lee do?

3.73

4.86

Note: Bolded questions indicated questions that were five included in the final instrument.
aRating related to quality of the question and was on a scale of 1-5, with 1 = Poor and 5 = Excellent. Higher mean indicated a higher quality scenario.
bRanking referred to ranking of questions from best fit to least fit with 1 = best fit and 11 = poor fit. Lower mean indicated a better fit for the competency.
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Appendix U (continued)
Scenario Ratings and Rankings for the Four Competencies
Table U4. Ratings and Rankings of Scenarios for Willingness to Seek Knowledge About Other Cultures
Willingness to Seek Knowledge About Other Cultures
Means
Ratinga
Rankingb

Scenario Situations
1

Nick likes to ask questions about other cultures, but it is not considered polite in some cultures. What does he do?

3.00

3.07

2

A tourist wants to visit another culture, but he knows that his language is used frequently. Should he attempt to use the native
language anyway?

3.13

3.07

3

Before doing business in another cultures, Jack attempts to learn more about the culture.

2.80

2.86

4

Ali acquires a position in another country, however when she gets there she realizes that there are things about this culture that
she didn’t learn before coming. She has had some difficulty in understanding some of the cultural aspects, what should she do?

3.00

2.43

5

A man moves with his wife and children to another culture and his son begins to play with a friend. His friend’s parents are more
lenient than he and his wife. How should he handle this?

2.80

3.29

6

A teacher moves to another culture and is asked to create a curriculum that will benefit the people of this culture. What should
she do?

2.93

2.57

7

A healthcare practitioner visits another country and works with another professional from that culture. She notices that the
families she is serving respond better to the other practitioner. How might she handle this?

3.00

2.50

Note: Bolded questions indicated questions that were five included in the final instrument. Questions 2 and 3 were deemed so similar that scenario 5 was added.
aRating related to quality of the question and was on a scale of 1-5, with 1 = Poor and 5 = Excellent. Higher mean indicated a higher quality scenario.
bRanking referred to ranking of questions from best fit to least fit with 1 = best fit and 11 = poor fit. Lower mean indicated a better fit for the competency.
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Appendix V
Stage IV Response Development Initial and Follow-up E-mails

Stage IV Response Development Initial E-mail

Dear Participant,
Thank you for your continued participation in the Intercultural Maturity research being conducted at the
University of South Florida. This is it -- the final survey!
Attached is the Stage IV Questionnaire. Please read the instructions, complete the questionnaire, and email it to the address below. In an attempt to minimize the time needed to complete this form, red
text indicates text fields in which you may type directly.
I know that this has been a long process --I sincerely appreciate your patience. In an effort to quit
bothering you, I would appreciate a response by [date].
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]

Stage IV Response Development Follow-up E-mail
Dear Participant,
Recently, you were sent the Stage IV survey for the research on Intercultural Maturity being conducted at
the University of South Florida. This is the final survey! Please consider this a friendly reminder that this
survey is needed as soon as possible in order for this stage of the study to be complete. Please
complete this survey as soon as possible.
For your convenience, the survey is attached, which contains embedded text fields (in red) allowing you
to type directly into the form, save and return via the e-mail address below.
Again, your continued participation is greatly appreciated!
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix W
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Instructions

Thank you for your participation in Stage IV – the final stage of the development of the
Intercultural Maturity Scenario Assessment (IRB #9314). In this phase of the research,
you will be asked to rate answers for each scenario provided using the three stages of
development (Initial, Intermediate, and Mature) as outlined by King and Baxter Magolda
(2005) in the cognitive domain of the Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity.
INSTRUCTIONS:
You have been provided with a set of 5 scenarios developed earlier in the research.
Using the provided Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity Matrix, Cognitive
Domain, please read each of the provided scenarios and answers. Please rate each
answer for its appropriate developmental placement and clarity. Also feel free to make
suggestions to improve readability of the answers, as necessary.
To ease in the completion of this form, red text indicates a field in which you type
directly.
Once completed, please return the survey to the e-mail below. Again, thank you for
your participation in this research.
Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
[Contact Information]

145

Appendix W (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Instructions

DEVELOPMENTAL MODEL OF INTERCULTURAL MATURITY MATRIX
COGNITIVE DOMAIN
Levels of Development
Domain
Cognitive

Initial
Assumes knowledge is certain and
categorizes knowledge claims as
right or wrong; is naïve about
different cultural practices and
values; resists challenges to one’s
own beliefs and views differing
cultural perspectives as wrong

Intermediate
Evolving awareness and
acceptance of uncertainty and
multiple perspectives; ability to
shift from accepting authority’s
knowledge claims to personal
processes for adopting
knowledge claims

Mature
Ability to consciously shift
perspectives and behaviors into
an alternative cultural worldview
and to use multiple cultural
frames

Note: Adapted from A Developmental Model of Intercultural Maturity, by B. King and M. Baxter Magolda, Journal of College Student
Development, 46(6), 576.
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Appendix X
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)

Ability to Shift Cognitive Perspectives
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 1: You are newly married to a person from another culture and are visiting your spouse’s home culture for the first time. During this
visit, you are told by your spouse that you are sitting in a way that is offensive to the other culture. Your spouse asks you to change how you
are seated. How do you handle this situation?
Initial

Intermediate

Get angry. Why is my spouse to
change my cultural heritage?
Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Change for my spouse and because it
is the polite thing to do, but tell my
spouse that I don’t like being
corrected.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Change the way that I’m seated and
when we are alone ask my spouse to
explain it to me, so I understand the
issue.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 2: You are a professor and one of your class assignments requires that students stand shoulder-to-shoulder to learn the value of personal space. A
student feels uncomfortable touching others due to religious beliefs. How do you handle this?
Initial

Response

Intermediate

An assignment is an assignment. If
they don’t want to do it, that is fine, but
it might affect their grade.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Do the assignment and allow the
student to sit and watch the others do
it.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Try another activity that will accomplish
the same goal, but not require
touching.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 3: In your culture you greet people by kissing each other on both cheeks. When greeting someone from another culture, how do you handle this?

Initial

Intermediate

That’s how I show I care. I keep doing
it to everyone.
Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Participate in my greeting unless
someone tells me they don’t like it. If
that’s the case, then I’ll stop greeting
that individual that way.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Wait and see how others greet me and
respond in the way they seem
comfortable.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

149

☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 4: You are a representative from one country and have participated in a very important cross-cultural meeting with individuals from another culture
where you have met to negotiate the details of a partnership between universities. At the conclusion of the final meeting in which an agreement was signed, it
was suggested that a picture be taken to commemorate the event. The other delegates arrange themselves in a way that is offensive to your culture. How do
you handle this?
Initial
Intermediate
Mature
Refuse to be in the picture. I’m not
going to have anyone take a picture
that is offensive.

Stop the photo from being taken and
rearrange everyone to meet your
culture’s tradition.

Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Allow the first picture and then ask that
a second picture be taken for your
delegation. Explain that your culture
has a way of doing things and ask if it
is okay with everyone that you arrange
the guests for the picture.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 5: You are a business person who is having a meeting with individuals from a variety of cultures. Another participant from another culture regularly
arrives late and takes time to greet the others. While you are aware that this the individual’s culture has a more lenient expectation on arrival times, this
behavior is disruptive to the others. How do you handle the situation?
Initial

Intermediate

Ask the individual to arrive on-time and
be ready to work at the assigned and
advertised time.
Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Tell the individual that the meeting
starts 15 minutes earlier than you tell
everyone else so that he will arrive ontime.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Schedule and announce that meetings
will begin earlier and plan for time for
greeting one another. This will allow
for everyone to have some social time
and ensure that business discussions
are uninterrupted.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)

Willingness to accept others’ values as valid (even if they differ from one’s own)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 1: You are woman who is attending a conference where you are to share a room with another lady. She wears a hijab (scarf) and you object to her
religion’s “requirement” to wear a scarf. How do you handle your objection to the other woman’s attire?
Initial

Response

You tell the woman that you don’t
approve and ask her to remove her
scarf.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Intermediate

Mature

You don’t openly object to her hijab,
but ask many questions to learn more
about her culture and religion.

You don’t mention the hijab, but
casually ask her if there is anything that
might make her more comfortable
rooming with you.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 2: You are from a culture where shoes are not worn in the home, but your guest is from another culture and does not remove her shoes when
visiting. What would you do?
Initial

Response

Intermediate

You inform the woman that she must
remove her shoes before entering you
home.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Politely show your guest where she
might put her shoes, but if she does not
remove them, you do not make it an
issue.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Make your guest as comfortable as
possible and don’t worry about her
shoes.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 3: You are a medical professional in a hospital. A woman comes in to give birth and assuming she would give birth naturally, she requests that the
umbilical cord be saved to plant with a new tree. Do you honor this request, even though it is not something that is done in your culture?
Initial

Intermediate

Absolutely not! That is disgusting!
Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Attempt to honor her request even
though you don’t agree with it.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Attempt to honor her request and ask
her about this practice.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

Very Inappropriate

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 4: You are assigned a position as a supervisor in a major company in another culture. You have been there for some time when one of your
coworkers invites you to stop and meet his family. You spend some time at your coworker’s home and are invited to have a cup of tea. You don’t care for tea,
but you know it will offend the family if you don’t have any. What do you do?

Response

Initial

Intermediate

Leave early so you don’t have to drink
the tea. I don’t want to offend them, but
I shouldn’t have to drink something I
don’t like.

Take the tea, but sip slightly pretending
to enjoy it.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Mature

Very Clear

Drink the tea and enjoy their company.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

Very Inappropriate

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 5: You are a male who has started a job in a different culture and your employer invites all the employees and their spouses for a barbeque. The
men spend time outside while your employer grills, while the women remain inside. You go in to retrieve your wife, when your supervisor informs you that the
women are not to join you. They are expected to cook their own food and not interact with the men. How do you handle this situation?
Initial

Response

Intermediate

Go in and check on my wife and let her
know of the situation. If she wants to
leave, I can make an excuse to go
home.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Go in to check on my wife. There’s
nothing to be done, but I need to make
sure she gets something to eat.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Sit down and realize that my wife is
probably having a good time getting to
know the other ladies. She can take
care of herself tonight; we’ll discuss it
when we get home.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)

Flexibility in Thinking
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 1: You are the spouse of an executive who has been meeting with individuals who are brought up in a culture where touching the opposite sex is
improper, unless the two are related. Several people from the delegation are of the opposite sex, how do you greet them?
Initial

Intermediate

I proceed with my cultural greeting.
Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Watch their body language and
observe how they greet me. I’ll return
the greeting I receive from them.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

I’m going to do some research and
learn what the cultural greeting is from
the other culture. I’ll greet them that
way.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 2: You are hired as a consultant to a corporation in another culture. You would like to change how a policy is implemented and you decide to meet
with the workers to brainstorm options. While in the meeting, the staff doesn’t brainstorm, but instead discusses the only option mentioned and stands to leave.
What do you do?
Initial

Response

Intermediate

Ask everyone to sit back down and
provide some of the other ideas I’ve
thought about. Maybe one of my ideas
will be better than what we discussed
earlier.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Ask everyone to sit back down; we
need to have other choices.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Take the decision and run with it. If it
doesn’t work, we can meet again.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 3: While working in another culture, you are female who is asked to smoke in front of the local people. In the host culture, female participation in
smoking is considered inappropriate. What should you do?
Initial

Intermediate

I smoke. I was invited, so it must be
okay to the people who are with me.
Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

While I know it is not considered polite,
I ask those whom I am with if they are
okay with it.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

I know this is not considered
appropriate, so I politely decline.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 4: You are visiting from another culture and see a person dressed in indigenous attire. You’d like to take his picture, what do you do?

Initial

Response

Intermediate

I take the picture. I’m sure they won’t
mind.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Ask the person if you can take their
picture. If they say yes, then you take
it. If they say no, then you don’t.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Wait until you get to a tourist spot,
maybe they will have someone there
that is expecting pictures to be taken.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 5: You are from a culture where “time is money” and you expect quick discussions on business matters. An executive you are attempting to create a
business partnership with is from a culture where business is conducted through personal relationships prior to entering into business expectations. How do
you handle this situation?

Response

Initial

Intermediate

Mature

I am probably on a tight schedule, so I
need to have the meeting and move on.

Try to get to know the person, but
explain to the other executive that I am
in a bit of a rush.

Plan ahead. While it is not my practice,
I’ll plan lots of time to ensure the
business meeting is a success.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)

Willingness to Seek Knowledge about other Cultures

Answer Development Survey
Scenario 1: You are a tourist visiting another culture, which has a native language other than your own. You also know that your language is spoken by many
there. Should you attempt to use the native language?
Initial

Intermediate

I speak my language. Why not?

I primarily speak my language, but
learn a few words and use them when I
can.

Response

Very Unclear

Mature

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Buy a translation dictionary and give it
my best try.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

162

☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 2: You are a business person who has been asked to open an office in another country. What should you do to prepare for this experience?

Initial

Intermediate

Nothing. I know how to do business.
It’s the same everywhere.

Mature

Google what I need to know about the
country.

Response

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Contact other businesses in that
country and find out what challenges
they might have experienced when
opening their office.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 3: You move to another culture with your spouse and children. You child begins playing with a new friend, but you feel that the culture’s families are
too lenient. How do you handle this?

Response

Initial

Intermediate

Mature

Let him play with the other child, but
always at my house – that way you can
watch what they do.

Let him play with the other child, but
make sure the other family knows what
rules we have.

Let him play with the other child and
remind my child that our rules might be
different and that’s okay.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 4: You are a teacher who moves to another culture and you are asked to create a curriculum that will benefit the people of this culture. What is your
first step?

Response

Initial

Intermediate

Use a template of the curriculum I use
in my country. It’s okay because I’m
teaching the same thing and learning is
universal.

Take my curriculum from my home
country and know that when I get there
I will need to make some changes to
meet the needs of the culture, but at
least I have a place to start.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Very Unclear

Mature

Very Clear

Go to the country and see what they
feel they need. Maybe the things we
think are important, they don’t think
are. After gaining their trust, ask them
to help creating the curriculum.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix X (continued)
Stage IV Response Development Groups 1 - 4 Survey Form
(One Competency, including 5 scenarios sent out to each group)
Answer Development Survey
Scenario 5: You are a healthcare practitioner who visits another country and works with another professional from that culture. You notice that the families
you are serving respond better to the other practitioner. How do you handle this?
Initial

Response

Intermediate

I was sent to help, so I’ll jump in and do
so. In time, they will trust me.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

Mature

Work alongside the other practitioner,
but jump in when I feel I am needed.

Very Unclear

Very Clear

I will work alongside the practitioner,
and ask her to let me know when she
thinks I have the trust of the people.
Very Unclear

Very Clear

Clarity
☐ 1

Appropriateness of
Placement

Comments

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.
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☐ 4

☐ 4

☐ 5

☐ 1

☐ 2

Very Inappropriate

☐ 1

☐ 2

☐ 3

☐ 4

☐ 5

Very Appropriate

☐ 3

Click here to enter text.

☐ 4

☐ 5

Appendix Y
Final Survey (downloaded in Word format)
Intercultural Survey (IRB #9314)
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research (USF IRB #9314). The purpose of this
research is to validate an instrument to measure intercultural relations. If, at any time, you have
questions about your participation or issues with the website, you may contact the Principal
Investigator, Melanie Wicinski, at mwicinsk@mail.usf.edu.
Please note that no personal identifying information is being collected. Your responses are
completely anonymous and confidential and your participation is completely voluntary. There
are no known benefits or risks to participating. Data will be retained for a period of 5 years.
The survey should take about 15 minutes to complete. Following the demographic information,
complete the questions by reading each scenario. Assume you are the person in the scenario,
even though you may have a different gender or position. Choose the response that best
represents how you would handle the situation. There are no right or wrong answers.
Again, thank you for your participation.
I understand my rights as a participant, have read the information provided to me, and wish to
participate in the research.
 I wish to participate in the research.
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Appendix Y (continued)
D1 What is your age (participants must be between 18-85 years of age)?
______ Years
D2 What is your gender?
 Male
 Female
D3 Country of Birth
D4 Country of Current Residence
D5 Please indicate what region you culturally identify with (home region). Choose only one.
 Asia
 Caribbean
 Europe
 Middle East
 North America
 South/Latin America
 South Pacific/Polynesia
 Sub-Saharan Africa
D6 Have you ever LIVED (spent continuous months or years) outside your home region?
 Yes
 No
*If No Is Selected, Then Skip To D9 Have you ever VISITED regions other t...
D7 Please indicate the regions you have LIVED IN (spent continuous months or years) other
than your home region? Check all that apply.
 Asia
 Caribbean
 Europe
 Middle East
 North America
 South/Latin America
 South Pacific/Polynesia
 Sub-Saharan Africa
Q8 Approximately how many years and months have you LIVED outside your home region?
______ Years
______ Months
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Appendix Y (continued)
D9 Have you ever VISITED (spent days or weeks) outside your home region?
 Yes
 No
*If No Is Selected, Then Skip To D12 Using the cursor to fill in the appro...
D10 Please indicate the regions you have VISITED other than your home region? Check all
that apply.
 Asia
 Caribbean
 Europe
 Middle East
 North America
 South/Latin America
 South Pacific/Polynesia
 Sub-Saharan Africa
D11 In your lifetime, approximately how many total days have you VISITED regions other than
your home region?
______ Days
D12 Using the cursor to fill in the appropriate number of stars, please indicate how you would
rate your exposure to cultures other than your own (1 star = no exposure, 3 stars = average
exposure, 5 stars = high exposure)
______ Exposure to Other Cultures
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Appendix Y (continued)
Q0 Complete the questions by reading each scenario. Assume you are the person in the
scenario, even though you may have a different gender or position. Choose the response that
best represents how you would handle the situation. There are no right or wrong answers.
Q1 You are married to a person from another culture and are visiting your spouse's home
culture for the first time. During this visit, you are told by your spouse that you are sitting in a
way that is offensive to the culture you are visiting. Your spouse asks you to change how you
are seated. How will you handle this situation?
 I will get angry. Why is my spouse trying to change my cultural actions? (1) a
 I will change for my spouse because it is the polite thing to do, but inform my spouse later I
do not like to be corrected. (2)
 I will change the way that I am seated and, when we are alone, ask my spouse to explain
the issue to me so that I understand it. (3)
Q2 You are a woman who is attending a conference where you are to share a room with
another lady. She wears a hijab (scarf), which is a requirement of her religion. How will you
handle the other woman's attire?
 I do not openly object to her hijab (scarf), but I will ask questions to learn more about her
culture and religion. (2)
 I will tell her that I object to her religion's requirement that women wear a hijab (scarf) and
tell her she should remove it. (1)
 I will do nothing. I understand that each religion has its own requirements and her attire will
not impact my opportunity to get to know her better. (3)
Q3 You are the spouse of an executive who has been meeting with individuals who were raised
in a culture where touching the opposite sex is improper, unless the two are related. Several
people from the group are of the opposite sex, how will you greet them?
 If possible, I will do some research and learn what the other culture's greeting is. I will greet
them that way. (3)
 I will proceed with my cultural greeting because this is the way I greet others. (1)
 I will watch their body language and observe how they greet me. I will return the greeting I
receive from them. (2)
Q4 You are a tourist who will be visiting another culture, which has a native language other than
your own. You know that your language is spoken by many there. How will you communicate?
 I will speak my language. If those from the host culture speak my language, I do not need to
learn theirs. (1)
 I will buy a translation dictionary and try to speak the native language. If possible, I will take
a language class before I go abroad. (3)
 I will primarily speak my language, but learn a few words and use them in a variety of
interactions, such as greetings, ordering food, and reading newspapers. (2)
a

Numbers in parenthesis indicate coded values of questions: (1) = Initial, (2) = Intermediate,
(3) = Mature.
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Appendix Y (continued)
Q0 Complete the questions by reading each scenario. Assume you are the person in the
scenario, even though you may have a different gender or position. Choose the response that
best represents how you would handle the situation. There are no right or wrong answers.
Q5 You are a business person who has been asked to open an office in another country. What
will you do to prepare for this experience?
 I will do nothing. I know how to conduct business. It is the same everywhere. (1) a
 I will contact other businesses that have opened offices in that country and find out what
challenges they might have experienced when opening their office. (3)
 I will search the internet to learn what I need to know about the country. (2)
Q6 You are from a culture where shoes are not worn in the home, but your guest is from
another culture and does not remove his/her shoes when visiting. What will you do?
 I will politely show my guest where to put his/her shoes, but if my guest does not remove
them, I will not make it an issue. (2)
 I will inform my guest about the expectation of removing his/her shoes before entering my
home. (1)
 I will make my guest as comfortable as possible and will not worry about his/her shoes. (3)
Q7 You are hired to be a consultant for a corporation located in another culture. You would like
to change how a policy is implemented and you decide to meet with the workers to brainstorm
options. While in the meeting, the staff does not brainstorm, but instead discusses only one
option and stand to leave. What will you do?
 I will ask everyone to sit back down and request that they brainstorm other options. (2)
 I will take the decision and use it, understanding that consensus may be reached in this
culture more quickly than in other cultures. (3)
 I will ask everyone to sit back down and provide them with another idea I have thought
about. My ideas will be better than the one we discussed earlier. (1)
Q8 You are a professor and one of your class assignments requires that students stand
shoulder-to-shoulder to learn the value of personal space. A student feels uncomfortable
touching others due to religious beliefs. How will you handle this?
 If they do not want to do it, that is fine. But I will point out that not participating in the
assignment might affect their grade. (1)
 I will try another activity that will accomplish the same goal, but not require touching. (3)
 I will require the assignment and allow the student to sit and watch the others do it. I will not
let it affect their grade. (2)

a

Numbers in parenthesis indicate coded values of questions: (1) = Initial, (2) = Intermediate,
(3) = Mature.
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Appendix Y (continued)
Q0 Complete the questions by reading each scenario. Assume you are the person in the
scenario, even though you may have a different gender or position. Choose the response that
best represents how you would handle the situation. There are no right or wrong answers.
Q9 You are a medical professional in a hospital. A woman comes in to give birth and assuming
she would give birth naturally, she requests that the umbilical cord be saved to plant with a new
tree. Will you honor this request, even though it is something that is not done in your culture?
 I will not honor the request. It is unsanitary and inappropriate. (1)a
 I will ask her about this practice and then make my decision. (2)
 I will attempt to honor her request because I understand that other cultures may have rituals
that are different from my own. (3)
Q10 While working in another culture, you are a female who is invited to smoke in front of the
local people. It is inappropriate for females to smoke in the culture you are visiting. What will
you do?
 While I know it is not considered polite, I will ask those who are with me if they are offended
by it. (2)
 I will smoke. I was invited to, so it must be okay with the people who are with me. I will not
worry about the people who object. (1)
 I know this is not considered appropriate, so I will politely decline. (3)
Q11 You move to another culture with your spouse and children. Your child begins playing with
a new friend, but you feel that the family's culture is too lenient. How will you handle this?
 I will let my child play with the other child, but make sure the other family knows about our
rules. (2)
 I will let my child play with the other child, but always at our house -- that way I can make
sure our rules are followed. (1)
 I will let my child play with the other child and remind my child that our rules might be
different from theirs and that is okay. (3)
Q12 In your culture you greet people by kissing each other on both cheeks. When greeting
someone from another culture, how will you greet them?
 I will wait to see how others greet me and respond in a way that they seem comfortable with.
(3)
 I will continue with my greeting unless someone indicates they do not like it. If that is the
case, then I will stop greeting that individual that way. (2)
 I will keep greeting everyone in my own way. (1)

a

Numbers in parenthesis indicate coded values of questions: (1) = Initial, (2) = Intermediate,
(3) = Mature.
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Appendix Y (continued)
Q0 Complete the questions by reading each scenario. Assume you are the person in the
scenario, even though you may have a different gender or position. Choose the response that
best represents how you would handle the situation. There are no right or wrong answers.
Q13 You are visiting from another culture and see a person dressed in indigenous attire (attire
native to their country). You would like to take his picture, what will you do?
 I will wait until I get to a tourist spot, maybe someone will be there who is expecting pictures
to be taken. (3)a
 I will take the picture. I am sure they will not mind. (1)
 I will ask the person if I can take their picture. If they say yes, then I will take it. If not, then I
will not. (2)
Q14 You are a representative of your country and have participated in a very important crosscultural meeting with individuals from another culture where you have met to negotiate the
details of a partnership between two organizations. At the conclusion of the final meeting in
which an agreement was signed, it is suggested that a picture be taken to commemorate the
event. The other delegates arrange themselves in a way that is offensive to your culture. How
will you handle this?
 I will stop the photo from being taken and rearrange everyone to meet my culture's tradition.
(2)
 I will allow the first picture and then ask that a second picture be taken for my delegation. I
will explain that my culture has a different way of doing things and ask if it is agreeable with
everyone that I rearrange the guests for the picture. (3)
 I will refuse to be in the picture. I am not going to be in a picture that is offensive. (1)
Q15 You are a teacher who moves to another culture and you are asked to create a curriculum
that will benefit people of the culture you are visiting. What will you do?
 I will use the curriculum template I used in my country. (1)
 I will go to the country and work with the people of that country to create a curriculum that
will benefit them in the areas they find important. (3)
 I will take the curriculum from my country as a place to start, but expect to change it to meet
the needs of the people. (2)
Q16 You are assigned a position as a supervisor in a major company in another culture. You
have been there for some time when one of your coworkers invites you to stop and meet his
family. You spend some time at your coworker's home and are invited to have a cup of
tea. You do not care for tea. What will you do?
 I will drink the tea and enjoy their company. (3)
 I will take the tea, but sip slightly pretending to enjoy it. (2)
 I will decline the tea. I am not going to drink something I do not like. (1)
a

Numbers in parenthesis indicate coded values of questions: (1) = Initial, (2) = Intermediate,
(3) = Mature.
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Appendix Y (continued)
Q0 Complete the questions by reading each scenario. Assume you are the person in the
scenario, even though you may have a different gender or position. Choose the response that
best represents how you would handle the situation. There are no right or wrong answers.
Q17 You are a male who has started a job in a different culture and your employer invites all the
employees and their spouses for a barbeque. The men spend time outside while your employer
grills -- the women remain inside. Once the food is ready, you stand to retrieve your wife and
your supervisor informs you that the women are not to join you. They are expected to cook their
own food and not interact with the men. How will you handle this situation?
 I will go in and check on my wife and let her know of the situation. If she wants to leave, I will
make an excuse to go home. (1)a
 I will sit down and realize that my wife is probably having a good time getting to know the
other ladies. She can take care of herself tonight and we will discuss it when we get home.
(3)
 I will check on my wife. I need to make sure she has something to eat. (2)
Q18 You are a healthcare practitioner who visits another country and works with another
professional from that culture. You notice that the families you are serving respond better to the
other practitioner. How will you handle this?
 I will work alongside the other practitioner, but assist when I feel I am needed. (2)
 I will be supportive of the practitioner and work behind-the-scenes. When I have the trust of
the families, I will be able to help more. (3)
 I was sent to help, so I will jump in and do so. In time, the families will trust me. (1)
Q19 You are a business person who has regular meetings with individuals from a variety of
cultures. A participant from another culture regularly arrives late and takes time to greet the
others. While you are aware that this culture has a more lenient expectation of arrival times,
this behavior is disruptive to the others. How will you handle this situation?
 I will tell the individual that the meeting starts 15 minutes earlier than I tell everyone else.
This way the person will arrive on-time. (2)
 I will ask the individual to arrive on time and be ready to work at the scheduled time. (1)
 I will schedule the meetings to begin earlier and plan time for greeting one another. This will
allow for everyone to have some social time and ensure that business discussions are
uninterrupted. (3)

a

Numbers in parenthesis indicate coded values of questions: (1) = Initial, (2) = Intermediate,
(3) = Mature.
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Appendix Y (continued)
Q20 You are from a culture where "time is money" and you expect quick discussions on
business matters. As an executive, you are attempting to create a business partnership in a
culture where business is conducted through personal relationships prior to entering into
business expectations. How will you handle this situation?
 We will have time to get to know each other after we start doing business. I am on a tight
schedule, so I will have the meeting and move on. (1)a
 I will try to get to know the person, but explain to the other executive that I have limited time.
(2)
 While it is not my practice, I will plan ample time to ensure the business meeting is a
success. I realize that getting to know the other person is important. (3)

a

Numbers in parenthesis indicate coded values of questions: (1) = Initial, (2) = Intermediate,
(3) = Mature.
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Appendix Z
Intermediary E-mail Text and Social Networking Content
Hello!
I am conducting the following research and want to ensure that a wide range of cultures
are well-represented in my study. This research involves validating an instrument
created by an expert international panel. I am seeking individuals from all parts of the
world to participate in this study on Intercultural Relations. Please forward the link and
graphic to anyone you feel might be willing to participate. Should you have any
questions about this research, please feel free to contact me at the e-mail address or
phone number below.

Click here to proceed to the survey.

Sincerely,
Melanie L. Wicinski
Doctoral Candidate
[Contact Information]
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Appendix AA
Graphic Created for E-mails and Social Media
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Appendix AB
Front and Back of Business Card Created for Final Survey
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Appendix AC
Item Response Table
Table AC1. Item Responses by Developmental Level for All 20 Scenario-based
Questions
Developmental Response Level*
Question
Initial
Intermediate
Mature
X
SD
1
2
3
#
#
%
#
%
#
%
Q1
0
0.00
14
3.77
357
96.23
2.96
0.19
Q2
2
0.54
63
16.98
306
82.48
2.82
0.40
Q3
28
7.55
218
58.76
125
33.69
2.26
0.59
Q4
8
2.16
294
79.25
69
18.60
2.16
0.43
Q5
2
0.54
115
31.00
254
68.46
2.68
0.48
Q6
69
18.60
171
46.09
131
35.31
2.17
0.72
Q7
38
10.24
190
51.21
143
38.54
2.28
0.64
Q8
15
4.04
114
30.73
242
65.23
2.61
0.56
Q9
7
1.89
85
22.91
279
75.20
2.73
0.48
Q10
19
5.12
61
16.44
291
78.44
2.73
0.55
Q11
40
10.78
59
15.90
272
73.32
2.63
0.67
Q12
9
2.43
75
20.22
287
77.36
2.75
0.49
Q13
11
2.96
319
85.98
41
11.05
2.08
0.37
Q14
45
12.13
3
0.81
323
87.06
2.75
0.66
Q15
3
0.81
190
51.21
178
47.98
2.47
0.52
Q16
53
14.29
103
27.76
215
57.95
2.44
0.73
Q17
164
44.20
59
15.90
148
39.89
1.96
0.92
Q18
51
13.75
77
20.75
243
65.50
2.52
0.73
Q19
97
26.15
27
7.28
247
66.58
2.40
0.88
Q20
12
3.23
94
25.34
265
71.43
2.68
0.53
Note. * Levels of questions as deemed appropriate by expert panels in Phase One,
Stage IV.
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Appendix AD
Pattern Loading for Four-factor Model
Table AD1. Four-factor Pattern Loading Matrix
Question
#
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Q8
Q9
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13
Q14
Q15
Q16
Q17
Q18
Q19
Q20

Factor
1
0.0738
0.0801
-0.1561
0.1628
0.0887
0.1837
0.2095
-0.0693
0.0814
-0.0457
0.3043
0.0938
0.2418
0.2692
-0.0251
0.1893
0.4165
0.0062
0.0215

Factor
2
0.2497
-0.0601
0.1262
-0.0554
0.0795
0.2062
0.0584
0.1493
-0.1110
0.4104
0.0318
0.1972
0.2196
-0.0696
0.3415
-0.0291
0.0203
0.0062
0.1291

Factor
3
0.2262
-0.0632
0.1187
0.0737
0.1298
-0.0784
0.1458
0.1961
0.4543
0.0163
0.0359
-0.0363
-0.1428
0.0787
0.0874
0.1837
0.0322
0.1334
0.3306

Factor
4
-0.1800
0.4169
0.2257
0.1270
-0.1309
0.2177
0.1246
0.0760
0.0214
-0.0213
-0.0186
-0.0271
0.0286
0.1563
0.0440
-0.0105
-0.0609
0.3318
0.1090

Note. Q 1 was eliminated due to lack of variability in responses. Numbers in the table
are standardized regression coefficients.
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Appendix AE
Pattern Loadings for Three-factor Model
Table AE1. Three-factor Pattern Loading Matrix
Question
#
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Q8
Q9
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13
Q14
Q15
Q16
Q17
Q18
Q19
Q20

Factor
1
-0.0062
0.2455
-0.0681
0.1944
0.0251
0.2945
0.2398
-0.0504
0.0170
0.0180
0.2883
0.1037
0.2866
0.3079
0.0122
0.1538
0.3808
0.1196
0.0316

Factor
2
0.0677
0.2124
0.3117
0.0982
-0.0008
0.0654
0.1563
0.2490
0.3463
0.0611
-0.0617
-0.0492
-0.1333
0.0924
0.1504
0.0869
-0.1259
0.3398
0.3541

Factor
3
0.3198
-0.1721
0.0677
-0.0590
0.1366
0.1207
0.0602
0.1484
-0.0083
0.3720
0.0577
0.1809
0.1730
-0.0725
0.3088
0.0244
0.0642
-0.0552
0.1538

Note. Q 1 was eliminated due to lack of variability in responses. Numbers in the table
are standardized regression coefficients.
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